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DEMOCRATS WIN KEY 1961 RACES, GOP GAINS RECORDED 


An upset in the New Jersey Governor race, plus 
strong majorities in New York City and a special Texas 
House race, gave Democrats special reason to take cheer 
in the results of the 1961 elections. The outcome was a 
strong psychological blow to Republican hopes for a big 
comeback in the 1962 Congressional elections. 

Despite their disappointments in the big races, how- 
ever, Republicans won significant victories in Pennsyl- 
vania, Kentucky, Ohio and Arizona. Numerous munici- 
palities moved into the GOP column, with few corres- 
ponding Democratic gains. Ineverymajor race, including 
the New Jersey, New York and Texas contests, Repub- 
licans materially improved their showing over the last 
elections for the same offices. 

One interesting and perhaps significant hallmark of 
the elections was that younger men, regardless of party, 
appeared to be the victors in most close elections and 
in many cases scored upset victories over older oppo- 
nents. 

The White House was able totake pride in the results 
because of the good showings of Democratic candidates 
in the two areas where President Kennedy had campaigned 
-- New York and New Jersey. Vice President Lyndon 
Johnson could take pride in the 10,000 Democratic 
majority in the Texas 20th Congressional District (San 
Antonio) where his campaigning was said to have had a 
decisive effect. 

At his Nov. 8 news conference Mr. Kennedy warned 
against placing too much significance in off-year elec- 
tions but said that if Democrats had lost in the three key 
races, ‘‘it would have been interpreted as a stunning 
setback for this Administration.’’ He said he thought the 
Democratic candidates won because the American people 
believed that they and their party ‘‘are committed to 
progress.’’ (For text of news conference, see p. 1842) 

Senate Majority Leader Mike Mansfield (D Mont.) 
Nov. 9 said the New Jersey, New York and Texas victories 
would help President Kennedy’s legislative program, 
especially medical care for the aged and extension of 
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. 

Former President Eisenhower Nov, 8 said the GOP’s 
disappointments ‘‘proved again that it takes more than 
outstanding candidates to win elections. Manpower, 
money, party unity and grassroots organization are like- 
wise essential.... The Republicans will just have to 
learn to fight harder to overcome the bloc voting advan- 
tage of the opposition,’”” Mr. Eisenhower said. He had 


CONGRESSIONAL QUARTERLY SERVICE 


campaigned for GOP candidates in New Jersey, New 
York and Texas. 

For background of all races, see Weekly Report p. 
1775. 


ARIZONA-- Tucson -- Republicans swept the city with 
the election of Lew Davis as Mayor and three Republican 
councilmen, Democrats had controlled the city since 
the mid-1950’s. The three Council seats that were not 
up for election were held by the Republicans so that the 
GOP will now hold all six Council seats. 


CONNECTICUT -- Democrats maintained their control 
of the state’s large cities although their margins were 
reduced in several areas. Republicans continued tomake 
gains in smaller towns, a trend apparent in other town 
elections held during the spring and early fall. 

Bridgeport -- Mayor Samuel J. Tedesco (D) was 
elected to a third term over George W, Ganim (R) with a 
14,424 vote plurality. Tedesco, who is a potential 1962 
candidate for lieutenant governor, had a 15,557 vote 
plurality in 1959, The 1961 vote: Tedesco 27,293; Ganim 
12,869; William S, Visokay (Socialist) 10,807. 

New Haven -- Mayor Richard C, Lee(D) was elected 
to a third term over Henry H. Townshend Jr. (R) by a 
3,893 vote plurality -- a sharp drop from his 13,984 
vote margin in 1959 and his 1957 margin of over 22,000 
votes. The result may harm Lee’s chances of receiving 
the U.S, Senate nomination to oppose incumbent Prescott 
Bush (R) in 1962. The 1961 vote: Lee 30,527; Townshend 
26,634. 

Waterbury -- Mayor Edward D, Bergin (D) was re- 
elected by a 2,120 vote plurality, compared to 3,460 in 
1959, The vote: Bergin 23,666; Frederick W. Palomba 
(R) 21,546; Joseph J. Jacovino (independent) 2,979. 

Stamford -- Mayor J. Walter Kennedy (D) won a 
second term over St. Rep. Martin F, Armstrong Jr. (R) 
by a 4,187 plurality. The vote: Kennedy 15,608; Armstrong 
11,421; Thomas F.J. Quigley (Independent Democrat) 
8,377. 


KENTUCKY -- Republicans scored amajortriumphin 
Louisville and surrounding Jefferson County, electing the 
first Republican as Mayor of Louisville in 28 years, 
taking control of the County Judgeship which had been in 
Democratic hands for 13 years, increasing their share of 
the county’s state House of Representatives seats from 
one to eight and unseating a Democratic state Senator. 


“The standord reference on the U.S. Congress for editors, scholars and reference librarians.”” 





Editor and President: Henrietta and Nelson Poynter. 


Executive Editor: Thomas N. Schroth 


Senior Writers: Elizabeth J, Brenner, John Jay !selin, Robert C. Keith, William A. Korns, Carolyn Mathiasen, Helene C. Monberg, Neal R. Peirce. 


Research Writers: Stephen Chatrnuck, Ruth Hussey, Elizabeth M. James, Gladys Miller, Jonas V. Morris, David C. Niblack, Shirley Seib, Wayne Walker, 


Donald A. Webster, John Andrew Hamilton, Jr. 
CQ Almonac Editer: Georgianna F. Rathbun. 
Publisher: Buel F. Weare. 


Business Manager: Walter E. Thomas. 


Editorial Assistants: Margaret Carroll, Charles D. McCamey, Roberta E. Russel!, James C. Whittemore. 


Production Supervisor: Walter W. Conklin, Jr. 





Copyright 1961 by Congressional Quarterly inc., 1156 Nineteenth St., N.W., Washington 6, D.C. All reproduction rights, including quotetion, broodcesting and publicetion, ore 
reserved for current editorial clients. Second rights ore reserved, including use of Congressional Quorterly material in compaign supplements, advertisements and handbooks without 
special permission. Rates are based on membership and/or circulation of clients ond will be furnished on request. Second class postage poid ot Washington, D.C. 


COPYRIGHT 1961 CONGRESSIONAL 
n whole 


PAGE 1824 -- Week ending Nov. 10, 1961 — tersiscrion pronibined 


QUARTERLY INC 


or in port except by editorial clients 





i 





m~™~ .),.) SS * Fe ee 








Louisville Mayoralty -- William O, Cowger (R), 39, 
a mortgage broker making his first bid for public office, 
won the mayoralty over William S. Milburn (D), 69, a 
political veteran who served eight years as president of 
the city board of alderman. The Republican sweep, in a 
record off-year vote, cut across political, economic and 
racial lines as all but one ward of the city swung tothe 
GOP column, Final unofficial figures showed 66,800 (57.1 
percent) for Cowger and 50,219 (42.9 percent) for Milburn. 

Cowger had waged a vigorous, aggressive campaign in 
comparison to Milburn’s less forceful effort. The GOP 
stressed the issue of ‘‘bossism’’ and ‘‘need for a change.’’ 
Some observers believed the state’s new sales tax, applied 
in 1960, as well as a city income tax introduced in July 
1961 might have hurt the Democrats. 

Jefferson County Judge -- The Judgeship, which is 
the major county-level executive post, was won by Marlow 
Cook (R), 35, over State House Majority Floor Leader 
Thomas Ray (D), also 35, by the decisive margin of 
95,699 (55.9 percent) to 75,602 (44.1 percent), Republicans 
also swept elections for sheriff and other local posts. 

With the patronage and prestige of a GOP adminis- 
tration in Louisville and Jefferson County behind him, 
Sen. Thruston B, Morton’s (R) chances of winning re- 
election in 1962 against Lt. Gov. Wilson Wyatt (D), his 
probable opponent, will be materially enhanced, Both 
Morton and Wyatt are from Louisville. The change in 
administration gives Morton a political base he never 
enjoyed before and deprives Wyatt of one he enjoys. 

The results may also spell trouble for two-term U.S. 
Rep. Frank W. Burke (D - 3rd District, Jefferson County) 
in the 1962 election. 

State Legislature -- Incomplete returns in elections 
jto the Senate (currently 30 D, 8 R) showed 29 Democrats 
and 8 Republicans elected with one seat doubtful. Re- 
turns for the House currently 80 D, 20 R) showed 72 
Democrats and 24 Republicans elected with 4 in doubt. 











MASSACHUSETTS --Springfield -- Mayor Thomas J. 
O’Connor Jr., who it opposed Sen. Leverett 
Saltonstall (R) in 1960, was defeated inhis bid for a third 
term as Mayor (non-partisan) by Charles V. Ryan, The 
vote: Ryan 28,999; O’Connor 26,471. 


MICHIGAN -- Congressional Vacancy -- Attorney 
Lucien N, Nedzi (D), winner of the hotly contested Oct. 17 
Democratic primary, won an easy special election victory 
over Walter Czarnecki (R) to become the new Congress- 
man from Michigan’s Ist District (Detroit - Hamtramck), 
The seat was vacated by the Sept, 7 resignation of Rep. 
Thaddeus M. Machrowicz (D) to become a federal judge. 
(Weekly Report p. 1592, 1770) 





Final, unofficial figures in the special election: 
Nedzi 33,696 85.5% 
Czarnecki 5,729 14,5 


The district always votes heavily Democratic. 


Detroit -- In a major upset political newcomer 
Jerome P. Cavanaugh, a 33-year old attorney, defeated 
incumbent Mayor Louis C, Mixiani, 62, in the city’s 
nonpartisan mayoralty contest. Cavanaugh had been 
largely unknown in the city until his vigorous race in 
the Sept. 12 1l-man primary. He polled second then, 
earning the right to oppose Miriani in the general 
election. In the campaign Cavanaugh charged the 
Miriani administration with ‘‘old, listless ideas which 
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have led to adownward drift for Detroit.’’ Miriani enjoyed 
AFL-CIO support. The vote was 200,413 (55.8 percent) 
for Cavanaugh to 158,778 (44.2 percent) for Miriani on 
the basis of final, unofficial returns. 

Cavanaugh, a University of Detroit graduate (A.B. 
degree 1950, law degree 1954), began his political activi- 
ties while in college. 


NEW JERSEY --'Governor -- Democrat Richard J. 
Hughes, a political unknown at the start of the campaign, 
scored an upset victory of national importance by defeating 
former Secretary of Labor James P. Mitchell (R) by a 
margin of 38,509 votes. The contest had been widely 
heralded as a major test of party strengths and the 
popularity of the Kennedy Administration. 

Returns from 4,390 of 4,395 election districts: 


Hughes 1,080,535 50.9% 
Mitchell 1,042,026 49.1 


The superior statewide and local Democratic organ- 
izations, nurtured to a peak of strength during the two 
administrations of retiring Gov. Robert B, Meyner (D), 
mobilized a high vote for Hughes in the state’s urban 
areas. Impressive Hughes majorities were registered 
in Camden, Essex, Hudson, Mercer, Middlesex and 
Passaic Counties, while Mitchell’s expected vote totals 
in Atlantic, Monmouth and Union Counties did not materi- 
alize. Only in heavily Republican Bergen and Morris Coun- 
ties did Mitchell roll up appreciable majorities, Both sides 
curtailed their final day of campaigning following the Nov. 
5 death of Hughes’ father. 

In addition to superior organizational strength, the 
Democratic victory was attributed to: 

® More plentiful campaign funds. 

@ President Kennedy’s Nov. 2 campaign appearance in 
Trenton in behalf of Hughes, plus campaigning by other 
Democratic leaders including former President Truman, 

@ Hughes’ tireless campaign efforts. He campaigned 
without pause for more than half a year, with working 
days ranging up to 20 hours. Mitchell, in contrast, was 
handicapped by a broken leg and lacked Hughes’ affable, 
warm campaign manner or enthusiasm for the stump. 

® Mitchell’s refusal to debate with Hughes, an issue 
the Democrats turned to great advantage. 

Mitchell’s defeat was a severe blow to the political 
prestige of Sen. Clifford P, Case (R) who had backed his 
candidacy against the wishes of many state GOP leaders. 
The results also deprived New York Gov. Nelson A, 
Rockefeller (R) of the additional East Coast liberal support 
he had hoped for in his anticipated 1964 Presidential bid. 

Legislature -- Democrats increased their State As- 
sembly strength by eight seats. The new line-up: 39 
Democrats, 21 Republicans. The Senate, however, 
remained Republican by an 11-10 margin. 


NEW YORK -- New York City -- Mayor Robert F. 
Wagner (D) was an easy winner over state Attorney 
General Louis J. Lefkowitz (R) and four independent 
candidates. His 397,980 vote plurality cemented his 
position as leader of the state Democratic party and 
enhanced the status of the New York Committee for 
Democratic Voters, the reform groupthat backed Wagner 
in his primary campaign against the regular Democratic 
organization (Tammany) and in the general election, The 
Wagner victory also aroused speculation that he might 
run for Governor in 1962 or the U.S, Senate in 1964. 

Final, unofficial returns showed: 
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Wagner 1,234,533* 50.9% 
Lefkowitz 836,553 34.5 
Lawrence E, Gerosa 321,996 13.3 
Vito M, Battista 20,664 0.9 
Richard Garza 7,241 0.3 
Eric Hass 3,562 0.1 

*(Democratic line 961,992; Liberal line 213,985; Brotherhood line 
58,556) 


In 1957 Wagner had defeated Robert K, Christenberry 
(R) with a plurality of 923,007 votes. 

Republicans, who had hoped Lefkowitz could poll 40 
percent of the vote, were happy he had reached a least 
a third of the total. The showing was better than that of 
any GOP mayoralty candidate in recent years. Lefkowitz 
actually carried one borough - Staten Island. 

During the campaign’s final two weeks President 
Kennedy, former President Truman and Rep.-elect Henry 
B, Gonzalez (D Texas) appeared in the stateon Wagner’s 
behalf while former President Eisenhower, Gov. Nelson 
A, Rockefeller (R N.Y.) and Sen. JacobK, Javits (R N.Y.) 
campaigned for Lefkowitz. 

Irving M. Engel, chairman of the N.Y.C, Committee 
of Democratic Voters, said his reform group would begin 
a drive for ‘‘complete reorganization and rejuvenation of 
the Democratic party,’’ not only in the city but upstate. 

In borough presidency races Democrats swept the 
slate with the exception of the Bronx, where Joseph F. 
Periconi (R), benefiting from Liberal party support, 
defeated John J. Sullivan (D), candidate of the regular 
Bronx Democratic organization headed by U.S. Rep. 
Charles A, Buckley. Periconi’s victory, making him the 
first GOP Bronx borough president since 1913, was a 
severe blow to Buckley’s political prestige. Buckley had 
bitterly opposed Wagner in the primary, and though he 
said he would vote for Wagner in the general election 
Wagner failed to give any active support to Sullivan. 

Albany -- Mayor Erastus Corning II (D) won a sixth 
term without difficulty but a moral victory was attributed 
to his opponent, Rev. Robert Hudnut, candidate of the 
Citizens’ United Reform Effort (CURE), who held 
Corning’s majority to 33,735, the smallest of his career. 

Buffalo -- A Democratic split enabled Republicans 
to elect a mayor in heavily Democratic Buffalo. The 
vote: City Controller Chester Kowal (R) 75,264; incumbent 
Mayor Frank A, Sedita (Democrat running as inde- 
pendent, but with organization backing) 62,210; and Victor 
E, Manz (the Democratic primary winner) 51,917. Gov. 
Rockefeller had campaigned for Kowal. 

Rochester -- Democrats won four of five city council 
seats up for election totake control of the city administra- 
tion for the first time since 1937, They will control the 
council 6-3 and be able to pick the new mayor from among 
their council members. The Democratic victory in- 
creased speculation that Rochester Democratic chairman 
William N, Posner might succeed Michael Prendergast 
as state Democratic chairman. 

Syracuse -- County Welfare Commissioner William 
Walsh (R) defeated Henry Norman (D) for the mayoralty, 
but two independent candidates polled enough votes to 
more than equal the Republican plurality of 8,157. 

Utica -- Republican Mayor Frank M., Dulan won re- 
election by a surprisingly high 8,510 vote majority. In 
1959, in the wake of Democratic scandals, he won his 
first term by a margin of about 3,500 votes. The 1961 
vote: Dulan 24,715; Gerald F, Donavan (D) 16,205. 

Yonkers -- John E, Flynn (R) defeated Aloyfius 
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Moczdlowski (D) for Mayor, 39,700 to 33,431. A third 
candidate, Mrs. Mary Van Ness, received 2,219, 

Other -- Two Republican city councilmen of New- 
burgh, N.Y. who supported the city’s controversial 
welfare program were re-elected, City Manager Joseph 
M. Mitchell had threatened to resign if the two were 
not elected. 

Nassau County elected its first Democratic County 
Executive in history when Eugene H. Nickerson (D) de- 
feated Robert W. Dill (R), Nickerson received 216,151 
votes to Dill’s 209,581. Mrs. Isabelle B. Freidman 
(Liberal) received 7,104, 


OHIO -- Returns from municipal elections indicated 
a continuation of the GOP trend first apparent in the 
1960 Presidential, statewide and legislature elections. 

Akron -- Edward O. Erickson (D) nosed out Ed L. 
Garrigan (R) by 440 votes, dashing the hopes of County 
(and State) Republican Chairman Ray C, Bliss to end 
Democratic control of the city government, In 1959 
incumbent Mayor Leo Berg (D), who did not seek re- 
election in 1961, had won by less than 200 votes, The 
1961 vote: Erickson 42,487; Garrigan 42,047. 

Canton -- Republicans won the mayoralty currently 
in Democratic hands. The vote: James L, Lawhun (R) 
22,727 votes; incumbent Mayor Charles L, Babcock (D) 
15,591 votes; Charles L. Guirreri (Independent) 1,941. 

Cleveland -- Mayor Anthony J. Celebrezze (D) got a 
big boost toward the 1962 Democratic gubernatorial 
nomination by scoring an overwhelming 114,650 to 53,016 
vote victory over Miss Albina Cermak (R). 

Columbus -- Republicans, in a citywide sweep, de- 
feated three Democratic Councilmen seeking re-election. 

Youngstown -- In a major upset Republican Harry N., 
Savasten defeated incumbent Mayor Frank R. Franco (D) 
by 3,954 votes. The GOP also won three of eight council 
seats, In 1960 President Kennedy carried Youngstown 
by more than 2 to 1. The 1961 Mayor vote: Savasten 
31,804; Franko 27,950. 


PENNSYLVANIA -- Republicans scored important 
gains in both statewide and local elections. 

Supreme Court -- Henry X. O’Brien (R) defeated 
interim Judge Anne X, Alpern (D), the state’s former 
Attorney General, by 67,721 votes for a full 21-year 
term, Returns from 8,937 of the state’s 9,123 precincts: 
O’Brien 1,817,640 (50.9 percent); Alpern 1,749,919 (49,1 
percent). Rep. William J. Green Jr., Philadelphia Dem- 
ocratic chairman, had promised Miss Alpern a Phila- 
delphia majority in excess of 160,000 votes, which would 
have enabled her to carry the state easily. But her 
Philadelphia margin was only 80,692. 

Constitutional Amendment -- A proposed amendment 
to permit a second four-year term for Pennsylvania 
Governors was narrowly defeated. 

Philadelphia -- Democratic candidates won election, 
by margins embarrassingly small to the Green organi- 
zation. District Attorney James C, Crumlish (D) de- 
feated Theodore B. Smith Jr. by 47,524 votes (332,098 
to 284,574). City Controller Alexander Hemphill (D) 
turned back the challenge of Joseph C. Bruno (R) by 
54,355 votes (338,356 to 284,001). Bruno.and Smith had 
waged a vigorous campaign alleging scandals in the city 
administration involving bribery of city employees by a 
private contractor and repairs to the city-owned elevated 
system, 

Green had personally directed an all-out effort to 
produce a big vote. Mayor Richardson Dilworth (D), 
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hopeful of winning Green’s endorsement for the 1962 
Democratic gubernatorial nomination, lent full support to 
the Democratic vote drive. Philadelphia observers in- 
terpreted the low Democratic majorities as a major 
setback for Green, who had predicted Democratic margins 
ranging between 100,000 and 200,000. In 1960 Phila- 
delphia gave Mr. Kennedy a 331,544 vote plurality. 

Republican State Chairman George I. Bloom said 
the Philadelphia returns had ‘‘cut the ground out from 
under’’ Green in Congressional redistricting maneuver- 
ing. ‘If Green still insists on retaining six seats in 
Philadelphia, then he will have to accept sole responsi- 
bility for an at-large election of Congressmen in Penn- 
sylvania next year,’’ Bloom said, predicting that Green 
himself would be ‘‘the first casualtyin such an election.’’ 

In suburban areas Republicans used the ‘‘Green 
Grab’’ issue (referring to Green’s redistricting plans) 
to score record off-year majorities. 

Erie -- Republicans scored a major upset by electing 
Charles B, Williamson, an assistant high school principal, 
over two-term Mayor Arthur J. Gardner. The vote: 
Williamson 26,519; Gardner 24,014. 

Pittsburgh -- Mayor Joseph M, Barr, (D), a poli- 
tical veteran and close associate of Gov. David L. 
Lawrence (D), provided Democratic cheer by trouncing 
his Republican opponent, William H. Crehan, by a vote 
of 123,542 to 60,628 (incomplete returns). 

Scranton -- Republican William T, Schmidt, 37, who 
quit his job as an assistant bank cashier to run for Mayor, 
apparently defeated four-term Mayor James Hanlon (D), 
69, by a margin of 1,081 votes. But 1,957 absentee 
ballots, about 1,600 sent in by registered Democrats, 
are still to be counted. When they are tabulated Nov. 17 
Schmidt’s apparent victory may be overturned. The 
complete returns to date: Schmidt 27,441; Hanlon 26,360. 
A Schmidt victory would give a major boost to the poli- 
tical prestige of Rep. William W. Scranton (R), a poten- 
tial GOP candidate for Governor or U.S, Senator. Scranton 
lent strong support to the Schmidt campaign. 


TEXAS -- Congressional Vacancy --StateSen. Henry 
B. Gonzelez (D) Nov. 4 became the first man of Mexican 
extraction to be elected to Congress from Texas by de- 
feating John W. Goode Jr. (R) in a special election in the 
20th Congressional District (San Antonio), Gonzalez will 
serve out the unexpired term of ex-Rep. Paul J. Kilday 
(D), who resigned Sept. 21 to accept an appointment to 
the Court of Military Appeals. (Weekly Report p. 1780) 

Complete unofficial returns: 





Gonzalez 52,855 54.4% 
Goode 42,553 43.8 
Ernest Cude (D) 819 0.8 
G.H. Allen (D) 300 0.3 
Norman Brock (D) 207 0,2 


Texas observers give much of the credit for Gon- 
zalez’s surprisingly easy victory to the last-minute 
campaign effort of Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson, 
who campaigned intensively for Gonzalez inthe last three 
days before the election. Johnson said Gonzalez was 
“alert, aggressive, prudent, progressive’’ and would be 
sent by President Kennedy ‘‘to all parts of this country 
and hemisphere to work on racial and other problems.”’ 
Johnson said it would make ‘‘better sense’’ to elect a 
man who belongs to the majority party in order to im- 
prove working conditions and increase federal employ- 
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ment in San Antonio, ‘‘Why would you want to send a 
man to Washington who is going to spend his time arguing 
and fighting with the President,’’ Johnson said. 

The appearance in behalf of Gonzalez of Mexican actor 
Cantinflas and Mexican Sen. Ruben Marin y Cal together 
with Johnson provoked GOP charges that the Democrats 
had injected ‘‘racism and national origins’’ into the elec- 
tion and had created a ‘‘Roman circus campaign.”’ 

Former President Eisenhower and Sens, Barry Gold- 
water (R Ariz.) and John G, Tower campaigned in behalf 
of Goode. Goode campaigned as a strong conservative, 

An important factor in Gonzalez’s win was the large 
voter turnout in San Antonio’s West Side where Mexican- 
American voters gave him a heavy majority. On the other 
hand, the voter turnout in the city’s higher income dis- 
tricts, which went for Goode by a five-to-one margin, 
was not as high as the Republicans had expected, 

Tower Nov. 5 said the GOP ‘“‘had very little money 
to run this election with, while Gonzalez had the support 
of organized labor and near limitless financial re- 
sources.’’ In reports filed with the Bexar County Clerk, 
Gonzalez was listed as spending $9,188, while Goode 
listed expenditures of $5,293. 

President Kennedy, who earlier had sent Gonzalez 
a letter of endorsement, Nov. 4 wired his congratula- 
tions and said ‘‘the fact that you were able to reverse 
the vote in your district from that cast in the Texas 
Senatorial election earlier this year bodes well for the 
Democratic party.’’ 


UTAH -- Salt Lake City -- Ultra-conservative May- 
or J. Bracken Lee appeared to have suffered a reverse 
in the non-partisan election to choose two city com- 
missioners.Conrad B, Harrison, the man Lee had actively 
opposed, led the field with 27,778 votes. James L. 
Barker Jr., who had led the field in the primary but 
subsequently became identified with the Lee camp, ran 
third and was defeated, His vote total was 27,778. Joe 
L, Christensen, who remained aloof from the contro- 
versy between Lee and Harrison, ran second with 24,829 
votes. The results may influence Lee against under- 
taking an independent Senate candidacy against Sen. 
Wallace F, Bennett (R) in 1962. 


VIRGINIA -- Governor -- Former state Attorney 
General Albertis S. Harrison Jr. (D), running with the 
support of Sen, Harry Flood Byrd’s Democratic organi- 
zation, swept to an easy victory over Republican H, 
Clyde Pearson, The outcome was never in doubt in the 
state which has not had a Republican Governor since the 
Civil War. Harrison’s running mates, Mills E. Godwin 
and Robert Y. Button, were alsoeasily elected Lieutenant 
Governor and Attorney General respectively. 

Unofficial returns from 1899 of 1963 precincts 
gave Harrison 247,075 votes (64,2 percent), while Pear- 
son received 137,544 (35.8 percent.) Despite a vigorous 
campaign, Pearson was not able to match the GOP 
gubernatorial percentages run up by Ted Dalton, now a 
federal judge, in the 1953 and 1957 campaigns. 

Pearson was able to carry only Roanoke city and 
Charles City County, whichhas a high Negro registration. 
He also ran relatively well in Richmond and the Wash- 
ington, D.C, suburbs, Rural Southside Virginia, however, 
rolled up margins of as high as 10 to 1 for Harrison. 

Legislature -- Democrats lost two seats inthe House 
of Delegates -- one to a Republican and one to an inde- 
pendent. New line-up: 94 Democrats, 5 Republicans, 
1 independent. 
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CONGRESS BACKS PRESIDENT ON 82% OF 196] TESTS 


The 1961 session of the Democratic-controulled 87th 
Congress backed President Kennedy on 155 of 189 roll- 
call votes that presented clear-cut tests of support for 
his views. Mr. Kennedy’s percentage of wins: 82 percent. 

@ On Domestic Policy matters, Congress backed the 
President’s stand on 117 of 148 test roll calls, or 79 
percent of the time, 

@On Foreign Policy matters, Congress backed the 








President’s stand on 38 of 41 test roll calls, or 93 percent 


of the time. 

Comparison with previous CQ studies shows that 
former President Eisenhower won Congressional backing 
on 89 percent of 83 test roll-calls in 1953, on 82.8 percent 
of 198 test votes in 1954,0n75 percent of 93 roll-calls in 
1955, on 70 percent of 99 test roll-calls in 1956, on 68 
percent of 117 test votes in 1957, on 76 percent of 148 
roll-call votes in 1958, on 52 percent of 175 test roll- 
calls in 1959 and on 65 percent of 129 test votes in 1960. 
While bipartisan majorities provided two-thirds of Mr. 
Eisenhower’s support victories in 1959 and 1960, such 
majorities gave Mr. Kennedy slightly less than half 
(48 percent) of his test-vote victories with his first 
Congress. 

The 189 test votes of 1961 (listed by roll-call num- 
ber below) were selected on the basis of a clear indica- 
tion, as revealed in the President’s own messages and 
public statements prior to the vote, that the President 
would have supported or opposed the proposal put to a 
vote. (For detailed ground rules see p. 1830), The votes 
selected numbered more than one-half of all 1961 roll 
calls -- 124 of 204 in the Senate, and 65 of 116 in the 
House. 

Details of this study show that: 

@ The Senate backed the President’s stand on 100 of 
the 124 test roll calls, or 81 percent of the time. 

@ The House backed the President’s stand on 55 of 65 
test roll calls, or 85 percent of the time. 

Democrats, on the whole, supported the President 
more than 3 times as often as they opposed him in 1961. 
Their composite Support score was 70 percent, their 
Opposition score 19 percent. By contrast, Republicans 
as a group scored 36 percent in Support, 52 percent in 
Opposition. (See next page.) (In all instances, scores 
add to less than 100 percent because of failures to vote, 
For names of Members absent for a day or more in 1961 
because of illness, see charts, Weekly Report p. 1803, 
1804.) 

On domestic policy matters alone, the average Demo- 
crat supported the President 70 percent of the time and 
opposed him 20 percent, The average Republican scored 
32 percent support and 58 percent opposition on domestic 
policy. On foreign policy questions the average Democrat 
scored 71 percent support and 15 percent opposition, while 
the average Republican supported the President 50 percent 
of the time and opposed him 34 percent. 








Party line-ups on the 1961 roll calls were as follows: 


BIPARTISAN -- 74 of the 189 roll calls found Demo- 
cratic and Republican majorities in agreement, The 
President won 63 of these votes, lost 11. 


DEMOCRATIC -- 107 ofthe 189 roll calls found the 
Democratic majority supporting the President’s stand 
while the Republican majority opposed it. The President 
won 92 of these tests and lost 15. 

REPUBLICAN -- Only 8 of the 189 roll calls found 
a majority of Republicans supporting the President’s 
stand while a majority of Democrats opposed it. The 
President won none of these. Only one of the 8 roll calls 
appeared in the House. An amendment by Rep. Reuss (D 
Wis.) to the fiscal 1962 Agriculture Department appro- 
priations bill (HR 7444), which would have reduced from 
$250 million to $150 million the authorization for Agri- 
cultural Conservation Program payments in calendar 
1942 was rejected 184-196 (D 80-148; R 104-48). Presi- 
dent Kennedy had requested the $150 million authorization. 


The 7 votes in the Senate were: 

@S 1. Area Redevelopment Act. Robertson (D Va.) 
amendment to require regular Congressional appropria- 
tions, rather than direct Treasury financing for the three 
$100 million area redevelopment loan funds in the bill. 
Rejected 45-49 (D 16-47; R 29-2). 

@ HR 7444. Department of Agriculture appropriations 
for fiscal 1962. Douglas (D Ill.) - Williams (R Del.) 











amendment to reduce from $250 million to $150 million 
the authorization for Agricultural Conservation Program 
payments in calendar 1962. Rejected 26-64 (D 9-48; 
R 17-16). 

@ HR 7445. Independent Offices appropriations for 
fiscal 1962. Anderson (D N.M.) motion totable Proxmire 
(D Wis.) amendment to reduce seven items in the bill to 
the amount requested by the Administration, cutting $50 
miliion from the bill. Tabling motion adopted 46-25 
(D 35-11; R 11-14). 

@ HR 7445. Proxmire amendment to cut by $2.5 million 
the $8.1 million appropriation for purchase of radiologi- 
cal defense equipment by the Office of Civil and Defense 
Mobilization. Rejected 40-47 (D 20-36; R 20-11). 

@ HR 7035. Departments of Labor-HEW appropriations 











for fiscal 1962. Bush (R Conn.) amendment to reduce by 
$44,659,000 the $140 million appropriation for general 
research by the National Institutes of Health. Rejected 
37-50 (D 11-46; R 26-4). 

@ HR 7035. Bush (R Conn.) amendment to reduce by 
$25,900,000 the $80 million appropriation for research in 
neurology and blindness at NIH. Rejected 25-58 (D 8-46; 
R 17-12). 











For Further Details 


For Kennedy Boxscore, listing the President’s 
1961 legislative program and accomplishments, see 
Weekly Report p. 1690. For Support scores for the 
Eisenhower Administration, see following Almanacs: 
1960, p. 106; 1959, p. 108, 1958, p. 99; 1957, p. 97; 
1956, p. 106; 1955, p. 66; 1954, p. 48; 1953, p. 77. 
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® HR 7035. Bush amendment to reduce the $835,- 
670,000 appropriation for the National Institutes of Health 
by $140,606,000. Rejected 39-53 (D 11-49; R 28-4). 
The President’s three foreign policy defeats came in 
the Senate. Two came on agreement to two amendments 
to S 1983, the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, offered by 
Sen. Allen J, Ellender (D La.) and opposed by Mr. Ken- 
nedy. One amendment, reducing the Development Loan 
Fund borrowing authorization for fiscal years 1963 
through 1966 from $1.9 billion to $1.7 billion annually was 
agreed to 51-43 (D 21-39; R 30-4). The other amendment, 
reducing the military assistance authorization from 
$1.8 billion to $1,550,000,000 for fiscal 1962 was agreed 
to 57-27 (D 32-29; R 25-8). The President’s third 
defeat came on rejection of a Kennedy-supported amend- 
ment offered by Sen, Jacob K. Javits (R N.Y.) to increase 
by $2,050,000 funds for the U.S. Information Agency in- 
formational media guarantee program, The amendment 
was rejected 31-50 (D 17-35; R 14-15). 


Test Roll Calls 


Following are the 189 roll calls of 1961 used in 
tabulating Kennedy Support and Opposition. [Each is 
identified by its CQ roll call (RC) number; the actual 
votes may be found in the Weekly Report. 


SENATE VOTES 


Kennedy Victories (100): 

Domestic Policy (77): RC 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 
14, 17, 19, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 39, 41, 
43, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 34, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 63, 64, 
70, Fi, 72, 735 The TH Oe 11> Gas Oly OO, S7, Fi, RF. 
104, 106, 107, 109, 111, 115, 122, 123,125, 127, 129, 152, 
153, 155, 157, 158, 159, 160, 165, 168, 169, 175, 198. 

Foreign Policy (23): RC 12, 13, 23, 35, 36, 37, 108, 
130, 133, 134, 141, 143, 146, 147, 151, 156, 167, 177, 
178, 179, 180, 189, 190. 

Kennedy Defeats (24): 

Domestic Policy (21): RC 5, 16, 62, 69, 78, 79, 110, 
112, 113, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 124, 185, 186, 
195, 196, 197. 

Foreign Policy (3): RC 137, 138, 166. 


HOUSE VOTES 


Kennedy Victories (55): 

Domestic Policy (40): RC 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 16, 17, 
18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 25, 28, 32, 37, 38, 41, 44, 45, 46, 47, 
48, 49, 51, 55, 56, 58, 60, 63, 64, 66, 67, 71, 72, 91, 94, 
95, 116. 

Foreign Policy (15): RC 10, 21, 29, 31, 42, 75, 86, 
87, 88, 89, 99, 107, 108, 113, 115. 

Kennedy Defeats (10): 

Domestic Policy (10): RC 14, 35, 40, 59, 69, 70, 84, 
97, 98, 101. 

Foreign Policy -- None. 


Breakdowns by Party 


Composites of Republican and Democratic scores for 
Kennedy Support and Opposition for 1961 and scores for 
former President Eisenhower in the 86th Congress. 
Scores on Over-all Support: 























1961 | | 86th CONGRESS 
SUPPORT DEM. GOP!|| DEM GOP 
Both Chambers 70% 36%, 41% 66% 
Senate 65 36 40 69 
House 73 37 42 64 


Kennedy Support - 2 


OPPOSITION 
Both Chambers 19 52 48 24 
Senate 24 50 45 19 
House 17 54 49 27 


Kennedy Support scores on 41 Foreign Policy roll 
calls in 1961 (26 in the Senate, 15in the House): 








SUPPORT DEM. GOP 
Both Chambers 71% 50% 
Senate 67 45 
House 73 52 

OPPOSITION 
Both Chambers 15 34 
Senate 22 42 
House 12 52 


Kennedy Support scores on 148 Domestic Policy roll 
calls in 1961 (98 in the Senate, 50 in the House): 





SUPPORT DEM. GOP 
Both Chambers 70% 32%, 
Senate 65 34 
House 73 32 

OPPOSITION 
Both Chambers 20 58 
Senate 24 53 
House 18 60 


Breakdowns by Region 
Regional Over-All Support scores for 1961: 





East West South Midwest 

DEMOCRATS 

Both Chambers 81% 78% 56% 80% 

Senate 78 73 49 74 

House 82 84 59 83 
REPUBLICANS 

Both Chambers 44 36 33 30 

Senate 42 31 42 29 

House 45 37 29 31 


Regional Foreign Policy Support scores for 1961: 





East West South Midwest 

DEMOCRATS 

Both Chambers 849, 78% 56%, 82%, 

Senate 87 73 48 80 

House 84 83 59 83 
REPUBLICANS 

Both Chambers 64 48 49 39 

Senate 55 37 57 33 

House 68 52 45 40 


Regional Domestic Policy Support scores for 1961: 


East West South Midwest 

DEMOCRATS 

Both Chambers 80%, 78% 56% 80% 

Senate 76 72 49 73 

House 82 85 59 83 
REPUBLICANS 

Both Chambers 38 32 29 28 

Senate 39 30 38 28 

House 38 33 24 28 
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Kennedy Support - 3 


Highest Individual scorers in Kennedy-Opposition -- 
those who voted ‘‘against’’ the President most often in 





Individual Scores 





Highest Individual scorers in Kennedy-Support -- 1961: 
those who voted ‘‘with’’ the President most often in 1961: SENATE 
SENATE Democratic Republican 

Democratic Republican Thurmond (S.C.) 73% Dworshak (Idaho) 749, 
McNamara (Mich.) 894%, Case (N.J.) 76% Stennis (Miss.) 61 Cotton (N.H.) 70 
Metcalf (Mont.) 87 Javits (N.Y.) 69 Russell (Ga.) 61 Curtis (Neb.) 69 
Douglas (Ill.) 86 Keating (N.Y.) 59 Holland (Fla.) 60 Mundt (S.D.) 69 
Jackson (Wash.) 85 Cooper (Ky.) 54 McClellan (Ark.) 57 Williams (Del.) 7 
Humphrey (Minn.) 85 Wiley (Wis.) 53 Lausche (Ohio) 56 Case (S.D.) 67 
Long (Hawaii) 84 Boggs (Del.) 53 Talmadge (Ca.) 56 Miller (lowa) 65 
Byrd (W.Va.) 83 Scott (Pa.) 52 Byrd (Va.) 56 Bennett (Utah) 65 
Pastore (R.1.) 83 Fong (Hawaii) 52 Eastland (Miss.) ~ 55 Tower (Texas) 65* 
Young (Ohio) 83 *Eligible for 68 Kennedy-issue roll calls. 

HOUSE HOUSE 

Democratic Republican Democratic Republican 
Boland (Mass.) 98%, Lindsay (N.Y.) 66% Dorn (S.C.) 74% Ray (N.Y.) 85% 
Karsten (Mo.) 97 Merrow (N.H.) 66 Haley (Fla.) 69 Johansen (Mich.) 85 
Yates (Ill.) 97 Seely-Brown (Conn.) 66 Dowdy (Texas) 69 Gross (lowa) 83 
Thornberry (Texas) 95 Baldwin (Calif.) 66 Ashmore (S.C.) 65 Bruce (Ind.) 83 
McCormack (Mass.) 95 Corbett (Pa.) 65 Davis, J.C. (Ga.) 65 Dole (Kan.) 83 
Friedel (Md.) 95 Halpern (N.Y.) 65 Winstead (Miss.) 63 Hoffman (Ill.) 83 
Pucinski (I11.) 95 Dwyer (N.J.) 63 Whitten (Miss.) 63 Ashbrook (Ohio) 82 
O’Brien (111.) 95 Van Zandt (Pa.) 62 Alford (Ark.) 60 Taber (N.Y.) 82 
King (Calif.) 95 Wallhauser (N.J.) 62 Williams (Miss.) 60 Beermann (Neb.) 82 





] 
| Ground Rules For CQ Presidential Support-Opposition 





@® PRESIDENTIAL ISSUES -- CQ analyzes all mes- tabulation, since it is rarely possible to determine the | 
sages, press conference remarks and other public state- President’s position on the over-all revisions Congress 
| ments of the President to determine what he personally, almost invariably makes in the sums allowed. Anex- | 
| as distinct from other Administration spokesmen, does ception to this rule is the foreign aid appropriation, | 
or does not want in the way of legislative action. since the program is not permanent, Votes to cut or 
@ BORDERLINE CASES -- By the time an issue increase specific funds requested in the President’s | 
| reaches a vote, it may differ from the original form on budget also are included. 
| which the President expressed himself. Insuchcases, @ FAILURES TO VOTE -- In tabulating the Support 
| CQ analyzes the measure to determine whether, on bal- and Opposition scores of Members on the selected 
ance, the features favored by the President outweigh Kennedy-issue roll calls, CQ counts only ‘‘yea’’ and 
those he opposes or vice versa. Only then is the vote ‘‘nay’’ votes on the ground that only these affect the 
classified. outcome. Most failures to vote reflect absences be- 
| @ IMPORTANT VOTES EXCLUDED -- Occasionally, cause of illness or official business. 
| important measures are so extensively amended on the @ WEIGHTING -- All Kennedy-issue roll calls have 
floor that it is impossible to characterize final passage equal statistical weight in this analysis. Any system of 
as a victory or defeat for the President. differential weighting would make the analysis subjec- 
| @ MOTIONS -- Roll calls on motions to recommit, to tive and less useful. 
reconsider or to table often are key tests that govern @ CHANGED POSITION -- Presidential Support is 
| the legislative outcome. Such votes are necessarily determined by the position of the President at the time 
| included in the Kennedy support tabulations. of a vote even though that position may subsequently 
® RULES -- in the House, debate on most significant have been reversed. Thus, inthe case of the depressed 
| bills is governed by rules that restrict time and may areas bill (S 1) where the President had initially sub- 
bar floor amendments. These rules must be adopted by mitted a draft bill to the House proposing use of the 
| the House before the bills in question may be considered, regular appropriations process to finance the area 
Members may vote for the rule, inorder to permit de- redevelopment program the Senate-voted financing 
bate, although they intend to vote against the bill, Gen- method of direct Treasury borrowing was judged in 
erally, however, a vote against a rule isa vote against opposition to the Presidential position. However, the 
the bill, and vice versa, since rejection of the rule pre- Senate-House conference on the bill April 20 accepted 
vents consideration of the bill. CQ assumes that if the the Senate’s financing method after Rep. Brent Spence 
President favored a bill, he favored the rule, unless it (D Ky.), chairman of the House conferees, reported 
was a Closed rule that would prevent amendments he that the President had sent word that he approved | 
wanted, of the Senate method, A vote in favor of Treasury | 
® APPROPRIATIONS -- Generally, roll calls on borrowing was then judged as supporting the President’s 
Passage of appropriation bills are not included in this position. | 








PAGE 1830 -- Week ending Nov. 10, 1961 

















Kennedy Support - Opposition Scores 


Kennedy Support - 


Senate All Issues -- 1961 & 86th Congress 











4 


OVER-ALL SUPPORT Score, 1961. Percentage of 124 3. OVER-ALL SUPPORT Score, 86th Congress. Per- 
Kennedy-issue roll calls in 1961 -- both foreign and centage of 207 Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 1959 
domestic -- on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ and 1960 -- both foreign and domestic -- on which 
in agreement with the President’s position. Fail- Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the 
ures to vote lower both Support and Opposition President’s position, Failures to vote Tower both 
scores. Support and Opposition scores. 

OVER-ALL OPPOSITION Score, 1961. Percentage of 4. OVER-ALL OPPOSITION Score, 86th Congress. Per- 
124 Kennedy-issue roll calls in 1961 -- both foreign centage of 207 Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 1959 
and domestic -- on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or and 1960 -- both foreign and domestic -- on which 
**‘nay’’ in disagreement with the President’s position. senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement with 
Failures to vote Tower both Support and Opposition the President’s position, Failures to vote Tower both 
scores. Support and Opposition scores. 

Headnotes 


*Not eligible for all Kennedy-issue roll callsin 1961; percentage 
score is based on number of votes for which Senator was 
eligible. 

Not eligible for all Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 86th Congress. 
--Not a Senator in 86th Congress. 


























#Score as Member of House during 86th Congress. os 
Yo" 7 * 9 RESIDENTIAL SUPPORT 
ALABAMA INDIANA NEBRA 1961 Sessior 
Hill 78 21 38 5i Hartke 72213 35 53 — 23 69 67 2% and 8th Congre 
Sparkman saw S&S S&S Capehart 2 56 48 #15 Hruska 21 59 & 18 
ALASKA “ . IOWA NEVADA 
Bartlett 74 13 35 +4 Hickenlooper 33 57 81 10 Bible 71 27 42 SO 
Gruening 65 10 31 57 Miller 36 — — Cannon 73 23 38 57 2. 
A A KANSAS $ 
Heyden 69 14 50 38 Fade 23 35 72 14 | NEWHAMPSHIRE,, 1) 4. 12 | SOUTH CAROLINA 
Goldwater I5 52 52 18 Schoeppel 21 62 53 25 Cotten 2% 70 76 12 Johnston O35 % ¢ 
ARKANSAS KENTUCKY NEW JERSEY Thurmond 2% 73 64 & 
Fulbright 52 28 42 37 Cooper 27 63 wv Williams 79 13 47 «45 SOUTH DAKOTA : 
McClellan oo FTF DBD i Meses 40 38 7 7 pees % 19 75 16 Cass D 67 ¢ 2 
CALIFORNIA & LOUISIANA | NEW MEXICO Mundt 1 69 66 (7 
Engle 8 11 38 57 Ellender 17S 33 Anderson 54 17 41 42 TENNESSEE 2 7s 
Kuchel oan Long 0 3% D 54 Chevez 1 6} 313i Gore SB 6 7 &s 
COLORADO a | MAINE NEW YORK | Kefauver /0 | 32 
Carroll aN a So | 6 Meshic 75 15 43 40 Javits 69 27 69 26 =| TEXAS 
Allott 20 48 71 W Smith 48 52 69 3) Koaine 59 40 79 20 Yarborough 73 NW 35 5 
CONNECTICUT | MARYLAND | NORTH CAROLINA nar idioms 
Dodd 61 22 37 43 | Beall 40 5) 68 16 Ervin 44 49 45 50 UTAH a ‘— 
Bush 0 © & 9% | Butler 16 SI 71 14 Jordan 44 48 38 50 Moss = es 35 
DELAWARE | MASSACHUSETTS NORTH DAKOTA Somnees 7 ees 
Boggs 53 44 -- -- Smith 79 10 = -- Burdick 69 10 43t 211 VERMONT ; ie 
Williams 31 67 8 15 Saltonstall 0 53 77 i2 Young 277 58 XS 40 Atken 4? 26 ‘ 22 
FLORIDA MICHIGAN OHIO | Prouty HA 42 78 be 
Holland 40 & 63 32 | Hart 77 12 43 47 | ceaelan 4 5% 79 2 VIRGINIA 7 ; 
ae: 47 4% 4 3 McNamara 89 10 40 45 Young 83 12 41 54 ae 7 7 = “ 
A | MINNESOTA obertson 7 47 § 
Russell 31 61 37 42 | Humphrey 8 10 2 43 a aan 59 17 3% 52. | WASHINGTON inte 
Talmadge 41 56 43 52 McCarthy 58 10 34 53 Monroney 70 24 42 47 Jackson 8 15 4 + 
HAWAII MISSISSIPPI | OREGON Magnuson eM 2S 
Long 84 9 «38 47+ | Eastland 7 55 40 43 teres 70 15 31 57. | WEST VIRGINIA 
Fong 52 40 67} 264 Stennis 37 61 55 41 Neuberger 3.8 = =-- Byrd —-. aa o 2 
IDAHO | MISSOURI PENNSYLVANIA Randolph 2 10 42 53 
Church 77 18 39 44 Long 72wu <- «= Clerk 82 12 44 48 WISCONSIN Pr 
Dworsbak e@nan Ss Symington 79 14 3 42 Scott 52 47 77 21 Proxmire - oo 
ILLINOIS MONTANA RHODE ISLAND wiley sll cs 
Douglas 8 ll 44 51 Mansfield 8 13 34 56 roi 8 14 48 43 WYOMING eer 
Dirksen 7s FF 7 Metcalf 87 9 %* 55% Pell i Ee Hickey AE, Selective 
McGee 82 11 3 
Democrats in this type; Republicans im Italics 
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Kennedy Support - 5 


Kennedy Support - Opposition Scores 


Senate Foreign Policy - 1961 & 86th Congress 


FOREIGN POLICY SUPPORT Score, 1961. Percentage 
of 26 Kennedy-issue roll calls in the field of foreign 
policy in 1961 on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ 
in agreement with the President’s position. Fail- 
ures to vote lower both Support and Opposition 
scores. 





FOREIGN POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 1961. Per- 
centage of 26 Kennedy-issue roll calls in the field of 
foreign policy in 1961 on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ 
or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement with the President’s posi- 
tion, Failures to vote lower both Support and Opposi- 


tion scores, 





3. FOREIGN POLICY SUPPORT Score, 86th Congress. 


Percentage of 54 Eisenhower-issue roll calls in the 
field of foreign policy in 1959 and 1960 on which 
Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the 
President’s position. Failures to vote Tower both 
Support and Opposition scores. 





FOREIGN POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 86th Con- 
gress. Percentage of 54 Eisenhower-issue roll calls 
in the field of foreign policy in 1959 and 1960 on which 
Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement with 
the President’s position, Failures to vote lower both 
Support and Opposition scores. 


Headnotes 


*Not eligible for all Kennedy-issue roll callsin1961; percentage 


score 
eligible, 


is based on number of votes for which Senator was 


Not eligible for all Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 86th Congress. 


--Not a Senator in 86th Congress. 


#Score as Member of House during 86th Congress. 



































2 4 ' i ie Pees PRESIDENTIAL SUPPORT 
ALABAMA INDIANA 1961 Session 
Hill 88 12 54 24 Hartke Bawa ms yo 77 R and 8th Congress 
Sparkman 88 WwW § Capehart 27 54 5% 9 Hruska 19 69 41 37 
ALASKA 1OWA | NEVADA 
Bartlett 62 19 48 4!) Hickenlooper 4% 4 81 15 Bible 46 54 4) 48 
Gruening 54 12 37 5 Miller 4254 —- - Cannon 65 35 48 39 ] 2 3 4 
ARIZONA KANSAS 
Hayden 69 0 8 II Carlson 3119 & 7 | a. 35 4 17 | SOUTH CAROLINA ie 
Goldu ater 19 54 26 48 Schoeppel 15 81 35 44 | ‘Coen 4% 54 72 15 a = 62 = = 
ARKANSAS ee KENTUCKY | NEW JERSEY eee == 8 
Fulbright 62 5 76 9 Cooper 92 4 8 13 | Williens % 0 8 9 SOUTH DAKOTA : 
McClellan 27 62 43 43 Morton 54 23 67 6 | Case 88 0 &7 2 Case 3] 65 61 9 
CALIFORNIA LOUISIANA | Mundt 77 74 2 
Engle 88 0 63 37 Ellender 38 58 D 6! Nindereon 5415 48 19 «| TENNESSEE — 
Kuchel 62 38 93 6 Long 44 46 31 43 Cheves 402d 3 Gore p. o 39 22 
COLORADO | MAINE NEW YORK Ketfauver 72 56 17 
Ceorroll 9% 4 78 19 | Muskie 81 8 7 15 Javits 88 8 8 4 TEXAS 2 
Allott 35 42 8 17 | Smith 62 38 87 13 Keating 77 19 93 «7 Yarborough 4 15 37 H 
CONNECTICUT | MARYLAND NORTH CAROLINA ba vik cineaetins 
Dodd 69 12 63 22 Beall 4 4 72 11 Ervin 35 54 3 56 UTAH ; agen 
Bush 4 31 8 4 Butler 19 27 65 22 Sevdion 42 58 31 52 Moss 8 4 6) 35 
DELAWARE MASSACHUSETTS NORTH DAKOTA Bennett fy HAS P 
Boggs 69 31 -- — Smith S 0- - Burdick 81 15 50+ 10; | VERMONT — 
Williams 31 69 56 37 Saltonstall 38 35 7 Young 15 58 48 43 | Athen . 2. & 
FLORIDA . MICHIGAN OHIO | Prouty 3 27 8 11 
Holland 50 50 70 0 | Hart 85 0 69 15 Laie 4 54 @ 17 | VIRGINIA 2 —_- 
Smathers 62 35 48 28 McNamara 100 0 78 9 Young 88 8 65 19 | ae 8 73 x 46 
a Seems ed . MINNESOTA OKLAHOMA # po ante 42 58 37 52 
ussell 15 85 26 59 Humphrey 100 0 6 9 ee 69 15 2% 48 | ASHINGTON ; 
Talmadge 23733 McCarthy 7 8 57 «(13 Menreney 85 12 67 20 Jackson 88 12 80 19 
HAWAII Le MISSISSIPPI OREGON | Magnuson 73 15 46 37 
Long 85 4 58 24 Eastland 7 65 & 6 Weres 73 12 54 39 WEST VIRGINIA . 
Fong 54 31 76+ 15% Stennis 35 65 44 54 Neuberger 8] D> came ake Byrd ~ 8 44 50 
IDAHO < is ap vo | MissOuRt PENNSYLVANIA eemaeteh = Se ae 
Church = ue} Long 8 Clark Sse. 
Dworshiol 27 73 54 4 Symington 8 8 61 15 Cats 65 35 94 2 roxmire 69 31 61 39 
ILLINOIS ny MONTANA RHODE ISLAND | Wiley 92 8 4 
Douglas 8) of 6) 2 | Monstiold 81 8 63 28 Pastore % 4 72 13 | WDRING —" 
irksen “ v7 «6 a 96 0 707 s } ee —_- -- 
letcalf 5 0” 20 Pell 81 12 | McGee 47% 
Democrats in this type; Republicans im Italics 
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Kennedy Support - 6 
Kennedy §S upport - Opposition Scores 


- 1961 & 86th Congress 


Senate Domestic Policy 


DOMESTIC POLICY SUPPORT Score, 1961. Per- 
centage of 98 Kennedy-issue roll calls on domestic 
matters in 1961 on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or 
‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the President’s position, 
Failures to vote Iower both Support and Opposition 
scores. 


2. DOMESTIC POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 1961. 


Per- 


3. DOMESTIC POLICY SUPPORT Score, 86th Congress. 


Percentage of 153 Eisenhower-issue roll calls on 
domestic matters in 1959 and 1960 on which Senator 
voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the Presi- 
dent’s position. Failures to vote Tower both Support 
and Opposition scores. 





DOMESTIC POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 86th Con- 


gress. Percentage of 153 Eisenhower-issue roll calls 
on domestic matters in 1959 and 1960 on which 
Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘“‘nay’’ in disagreement with 
the President’s position. Failures to vote lower 


centage of 98 Kennedy-issue roll calls on domestic 
matters in 1961 on which Senator voted ‘‘yea’’ or 

“‘nay’’ in disagreement with the President’s position. 
Failures to vote Iower both Support and Opposition 
































scores. both Support and Opposition scores. 
Headnotes 
*Not eligible for all Kennedy-issue roll calls in 1961; percentage 
score is based on number of votes for which Senator was 
eligible. 
tNot eligible for all Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 86th Congress. 
--Not a Senator in 86th Congress. 
#Score as Member of House during 86th Congress. 
' . = * ’ oS ! 2 34 PRESIDENTIAL SUPPORT 
. 
ALABAMA INDIANA 1961 Session 
Hill 76 23 32 6! Hortke 71 13 27 59 — 67 77 16 and 86th Congress 
og 71 23 27 % Capehart 24 56 4 13 1 Hruska 21 56 78 11 
ALASKA | 1OWA | NEV 
Bartlett 78 11 21 38 Hickenlooper 30 60 81 8 —" 78 2 42 51 
Gruening 67 10 29 57 Miller a@eg=-- | Cannon 7620 # 63 1234 
ARIZONA KANSAS 
Hayden 69 17 37 48 | Carlson 21 40 68 16 kk ae | 43 65 10 | SOUTH CAROLINA a ak 
Goldwater 13 52 61 8 | Schoeppe ays is | Coptae 2 74 78 10 Johnston 68 28 27 Ae 
ARKANSAS KENTUCKY | NEW JERSEY Thurmond 28 71 72 27 
Fulbright 50 32 29 4 | Cooper saga | 74 16 35 5g |SOUTHDAKOTA 
McClellan 38 5% 53 37 Morten 37 42 @ 8 te 72 24 71 22 Case DO 67 61 
CALIFORNIA LOUISIANA | NEW MEXICO Mundt 33 66 63 27 
Engle 78 14 29 64 Ellender 4 32 7 Anderson 54 17 39 SO | TENNESSEE - <s 
Kuchel 464 D 69 23 Long 63 31 2 58 Chaves 3 13 9 | Gore 38 8 27 60 
COLORADO MAINE | NEW YORK — re ae 
Carroll 79 16 28 65 Muskie 73 16 33 49 «| «Javits 63 32 62 34 = | TEXAS - a ile 
Allott 16 49 68 2) Smith 44 56 62 38 | Keating 54 45 75 24 | Yerborough 79 10 27 57 
CONNECTICUT MARYLAND | NORTH CAROLINA | ne a ee 
Dodd 59 24 28 51 Beall 8 2 67 18 Ervia 4g 48 4g | UTAH , 7 59 
Bush 37 42 87 10 Butler 57 74 11 oe= r~ 46 40 50 | Moss 72 14 2 59 
DELAWARE MASSACHUSETTS: | WORTH DAKOTA | Bennett 27 68 82 
Boges 49 3 -- -- Smith — 2 «< | Burdick 66 8 25t 50+ | VERMONT ’ ; 
Williams 32 6 8 8 Saltonstall 28 58 79 13 | Young 3 58 51 39 | Aiken 44 4) 65 25 
FLORIDA MICHIGAN | OHIO Prouty D 4 7 17 
Holland 38 62 © B Hart 74 15 34 59 | Lausche 3 57 78 22 VIRGINIA 
Smathers 43 49 37 43 McNamara 8 12 27 57 Young 82 13 32 67 Byrd 2 Sl 61 19 
GEORGIA MINNESOTA | OKLAHOMA Robertson % 44 65 3i 
Russell 3% 55 41 35 Humphrey 82 13 17 5% Kerr 56 17 3 53 | WASHINGTON . . 
Talmadge 46 51 45 49 McCarthy 53 10 25 67 Monroney 6 28 33 57 | Jackson 85 1S 32 67 
HAWAII MISSISSIPPI | OREGON | Magnuson 8 16 27 61 
Long 84 10 31¢ 57+ | Eastland 28 52 45 37 See 69 15 24 64 | WEST VIRGINIA = 
Fong 51 42 63+ 31t | Stennis 38 60 59 36 | Neuberger ha a 1 81 17 35 62 
IDAHO | MISSOURI | PENNSYLVANIA oe ee 
Church 76 18 29 53 | Long 71 12 = -- Clark 81 13 31 él | WISCONSIN 
Dworshak 26 74 76 17 | Symington 78 15 24 52 , Scott 48 50 71 28 Proxmire & 15 X 67 
ILLINOIS | MONTANA | RHODE ISLAND wile solani 
Douglas 88 12 38 58 Mansfield 8 14 24 Pastore 8% 16 4 54 ves 7 
Dirksen 22 62 8 6 | Metcalf 8 11 36 Soe Pell a eae ne od ~ = - on 
Democrats in this type; Republicans in Italics 
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Kennedy Support - 7 


Kennedy Support - Opposition Scores 


House All Issues -- 1961 & 86th Congress 


OVER-ALL SUPPORT Score, 1961. Percentage of 65 3. OVER-ALL SUPPORT Score, 86th Congress. Per- 
Kennedy-issue roll calls in 1961 -- both foreign and centage of 97 Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 1959 and 
domestic -- on which Representative voted ‘‘yea’’ or 1960 -- both foreign and domestic -- on which Repre- 
‘“‘nay’’ in agreement with the President’s position. sentative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the 
Failures to vote lower both Support and Opposition President’s position. Failures to vote lower both 
scores. Support and Opposition scores. 

OVER-ALL OPPOSITION Score, 1961. Percentage 4, OVER-ALL OPPOSITION Score, 86th Congress. Per- 
of 65 Kennedy-issue roll calls in 1961 -- both foreign centage of 97 Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 1959 and 
and domestic -- on which Representative voted ‘‘yea’’ 1960 -- both foreign and domestic -- on which Repre- 
or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement with the President’s posi- sentative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement with 
tion. Failures to vote lower both Support and Opposi- the President’s position. Failures to vote lower both 
tion scores. Support and Opposition scores. 

Headnotes 


*Not eligible for all Kennedy-issue roll callsin 1961; percentage 





score is based on number of votes for which Representative 


was eligible. 


Not eligible for all Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 86th Congress. 


--Not a Representative in 86th Congress. 




















] 23 @ ' FF @ ; Fs @ | 
aspen os 19 Holifield 75 5 MH 4B — ad fain de | 
Andrews 6 64 17 Kin 95 2 54 44 | AL Inouye 6 Di 
1 Boykin 54 20 22 44 26 Roosevelt 78 2 41 51 IDAHO SUPPORT 
7 Elliott 92 8 33 % 16 Bell 38 54 -- = 2 Harding &® 8 —- -—- | 
2 Gront 45 29 25 59 21 Hiestand 17 77 63 2B 1 Pfost 7 14 40 58 | 1961 Session 
9 Huddleston 75 18 36 63 18 Hosmer 40 32 79 16 | ILLINOIS and 8th Congress 
8 Jones 92 6 35 59 24 Lipscomb 23 71 #61 «35 25 Gray 7Aus @ | die 
5 Rains 60 3 38 54 15 McDonough 26 51 59 27 21 Mack 7Bas | 
4 Roberts 4 5 38 49 25 Rousselot 20 72 -- -- 24 Price 92 6 52 48 
6 Selden 75 25 38 62 20 Smith 22 71 53 41 23 Shipley 8B 7 BY | 
ALASKA COLORADO 16 Anderson 25 65 -~ =~ } 
AL Rivers 85 9 51 45 4Aspinoll 85 6 47 47 | 17 Arends 38 52 77 13 s 
ARIZONA 1 Rogers 8 11 51 45 19 Chiperfield 37 54 73 19 ' 2.2 6 
2 Udall M. S7*| 7* == <- 3 Chenoweth 55 43 6 38 20 Findley 20 69 -- == } 
1 Rhodes 37 60 66 2 2 Dominich ee oe 14 Hoffman 12 83 57 40 IOWA 
ARKANSAS CONNECTICUT 15 Mason 6 52 40 % 6 Coad 8 6 45 45 
5 Alford 23 60 22 5% 1 Daddario 88 9 58 38 | 18 Michel 22 60 56 34 | 5 Smith 8 86 Sl 48 
] Gathings 58 38 43 55 3 Giaimo 85 9 §5 4) 22 Springer 49 40 76 24 2 Bromwell 32 60 -- -- 
4 Harris 72 25 38 61 AL Kowalski 92 6 47 47 Chicago Cook County | 3 Gross 17 83 48 52 
2 Mills 8 17 42 357 5 Monagan 83 14 55 38 1 Dawson 77 8 9 49 | 8 Hoeven 2? 48 73 27 
6 Norrell C. 33* 37* -- -- 2 Seely-Brown 66 34 -- -- 12 Finnegan 94 5 -- == 7 Jensen 25 69 47 48 
3 Trimble 7 S$ 4 B 4 Sibal SS 4S we 5 Kluczynski 89 5 47 44 4 Kyl 31 60 Slt 497 
CALIFORNIA DELAWARE 7 Libonati 74 14 S2 48 1 Schwengel 5S 45 78 21 
7 Cohelan 92 5 46 4 AL McDowell 94 5 57 37 3 Murphy 9% 5 A 4% KANSAS 
14 Hagen 8 8 55 # FLORIDA 6 O'Brien 95 5 Sl 48 5 Breeding 8 12 52 48 
2 Johnson 91 3 43 57 2 Bennett 83 17 49 5) 2 O'Hara 94 6 49 5) l Avery 49 49 77 22 
11 McFall 92 8 51 4 4 Fascell 82 12 55 45 11 Pucinski S$ §5§ 3 @ | 6 Dole 5 8&8 — -«-- 
1 Miller C. 82 9 46 5) 7 Haley 31 69 40 60 8 Rostenkowski86 3 42 46 | 2 Biteweeth ae 
8MillerG.P. 82 3 48 37 5 Herlong 46 38 52 39 9 Yates 7 27 42 3 McVey 28 68 -- -- 
3 Moss 91 3 48 4 8 Matthews 74 2% 47 53 13 Church 34 62 69 31 4 Shriver 42 58 -- - 
29 Saund 85 3 51 4% 6 Rogers 58 42 45 55 10 Collier 34 60 59 38 KENTUCKY 
5 Shelley 78 6 HM 43 3 Sikes 68 26 25 6 4 Derwinski 29 63 A HM | 3 Burke 82 6 49 47 
27 Sheppard 68 6 29 3 1 Cramer 38 51 69 27 INDIANA | 4 Chelf 74 26 % 47 
12 Sisk 94 2 47 47 GEORGIA 3.Brademas 94 3 52 47 | 2Natcher 82 18 46 54 
6 Baldwin 66 34 74 2% 8 Blitch 235 © 21 & 8 Denton 89 11 35 54 7 Perkins 89 11 42 54 
10 Gubser 45 51 67 25 5Davis J.C. 18 65 33 56 1 Madden 88 5 48 Si 5 Spence 8 11 3 5) 
4 Mailliard 55 37 68 BW 7 Davis JW. 63 31 -- =-- 5 Roush 73* 20* 41 57 1 Stubblefield 88 9 47 49 
13 Teague 40 52 74 21 4 Flynt 34 45 40 34 4 Adair 26 65 55 35 6 Watts 8 17 43 49 
28 Utt 11 74 51 43 3 Forrester 40 52 30 65 7 Bray 43 55 44 46 8 Siler 26 45 42 43 
30 Wilson 32 45 69 19 1 Hagan 335 —- = 11 Bruce 7 oo = = LOUISIANA 
9 Younger 38 51 67 22 9 Landrum 49 26 29 54 2 Halleck 35 48 82 12 Boggs 56 8 42 52 
Los Angeles Co. 2 Pilcher 42 22 22 61 10 Harvey a 62 — -- 4 Brooks 43* 27* 3 S34 
22 Cormen 88 6 «<< - 10 Stephens 52 38 -- -- 6 Roudebush 23 66 -- -- 1 Hebert 43 18 30 42 
23 Doyle 94 6 46 4 6 Vinson 62 5 36 47 | 9 Wilson BN = 8 McSween 34 35 39 47 
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Kennedy Support - 8 
| 
, = 2 @ ; =F € | 1 23 4 1 ss & 
6 Morrison 69 5 21 38 | NEBRASKA 5 Scott 48 43 27 5) 6 McMillan 35 54 27 57 
5 Passman 58 31 34 58 3 Beermann 1] 8 -- =-- 12 Taylor 75 25 OF100 2 Riley 34 48 33 63 
7 Thompson 34 14 12 35 2 Cunningham 38 62 58 42 | 11 Whitener 57 40 28 68 1 Rivers 34 46 32 5% 
3 Willis 60 18 24 47 4 Martin 22 71 -- -- 10 Jonas 27 6&8 3 41 SOUTH DAKOTA 
MAINE 1 Weaver 31 48 44 46 | NORTH DAKOTA 2 Berry 20 72 59 42 
1 Garland 40 51 -- -- NEVADA | AL Nygaard 32 62 -- -- 1 Reifel 32 48 -- -- 
3MclIntire 35 55 70 23 AL Baring 63 23 31 33 AL Short 17 71 55 % TENNESSEE 
2 Tupper -— a oe me NEW HAMPSHIRE OHIO 6 Bass 75 5 35 64 
MARYLAND 2 Bass 42 52 8 13 9 Ashley a oe ee 9 Davis 63 12 34 
2 Brewster 82 12 54 38 1 Merrou 66 25 54 WD 11 Cook 77 69 «4745 8 Everett 78 18 38 62 
4 Fallon 77 11 56 3% NEW JERSEY 20 Feighaon 82 12 49 44 4 Evins 63 8 31 49 
7 Friedel 95 3 54 44 ll Addonizio 92 5 54 42 18 Hays 75 14 38 46 3 Frazier 75 12 39 48 
3 Garmatz 89 3 44 42 14 Daniels 88 5 55 43 19 Kirwan 89 3 43 49 5 Loser 66 17 40 39 
1 Johnson 83 9 52 40 13 Gallagher 88 3 54 42 10 Moeller 74 20 40 44 7 Murray 55 40 43 49 
5 Lankford g88 3 59 3% 8 Joelson 91 8 -- -- 21 Vanik 9] 9 53 46 2 Baker 37 49 65 28 
6 Mathias 7 42 -- -- 10 Rodino 88 5 55 40 17 Ashbrook 18 82 -- -- Il Reece L, 29* 64% -- -- 
MASSACHUSETTS 4 Thompson 82 3 52 41 14 Ayres 49 42 78 15 TEXAS 
2 Boland 98 2 59 38 3 Auchincloss 42 49 71 1 8 Betts 28 65 63 31 3 Beckworth 78 20 49 5 
13 Burke 94 6 52 48 1 Cabill 55 40 77 18 22 Bolton 43 55 6 21 2 Brooks 88 9 2 % 
4 Donohue 92 5 47 44 6 Dwyer 63 35 79 21 16 Bou 22 68 57 3 17 Burleson 42 58 33 52 
7 Lane 92 8 47 51 5 Frelinghuysen46 46 80 8 7 Brown 31 63 61 33 22 Casey 42 57 42 5) 
8 Macdonald 74 8 43 41 2 Glenn 45 35 69 18 2 Clancy 28 68 -- -- 7 Dowdy 26 69 33 59 
12 McCormack 95 0 44 45 9 Osmers 2S 7 12 Devine Be6@2maRe Tw 21 Fisher 42 57 38 54 
11 O'Neill 85 5 47 43 | 12 Wallbauser 62 35 74 18 6 Harsha 31 55 << < 13 Ikard 68 22 49 4 
3 Philbin 88 9 43 47 7 Widnall 48 4 75 18 5 Latta 38 62 66 34 20 Kilday 87* 6* 53 44 
» Bates 55 42 78 21 NEW MEXICO 4 McCulloch 28 69 64 % 15 Kilgore 49 43 51 48 
1 Conte 57 40 76 24 AL Montoya 82 14 41 44 23 Minshall 29 65 SA 28 19 Mahon 74 25 53 4 
10 Curtis 54 38 80 16 AL Morris 75 25 39 48 15 Moorebead 42 52 -- -- 1 Patman 82 15 WD 62 
) Keith 54 43 78 20 NEW YORK 13 Mosher 40 48 -- -- 11 Poage 57 3&4 35 
14 Martin 38 45 46 15 41 Dulski 74 23 47 4 3 Schenck 31 6 72 28 4 Rayburn 
5 Morse 57 38 -- -- 30 O’Brien 77 3 47 3 1 Scherer i8 68 54 38 18 Rogers 40 49 27 59 
MICHIGAN 1] Pike 83 17 -- - OKLAHOMA 16 Rutherford 65 35 38 
7 O'Hara 92 5 48 48 32 Stratton 89 9 52 4 3 Albert 9) 5 4 47 6 Teague 40 4 27 49 
2 Bennett 45 43 46 5) 27 Barry -o 2 7 0 2 Edmondson 85 11 43 46 8 Thomas 89 6 32 64 
18 Broomfield 45 48 74 23 3 Becker 32 62 69 25 5 Jarman 77 22 48 49 9 Thompson 83 14 35 ¢ 
Cederberg 26 49 73 22 2 Derounian 38 58 71 23 4 Steed 75 14 28 4 10 Thornberry 95 5 54 4 
6 Chamberlain 49 49 8] 18 26 Dooley 38 26 71 2 6 Wickersham 88 9 —«— -«- 12 Wer ight 54 12 53 44 
) Ford 42 51 72 12 43 Goodell 2 2 73 I Belcher 25 68 63 23 14 Young 55 5 SS 
) Griffin 45 46 87 10 33 Kilburn 7a Stu OREGON 5 Alger 5 6&6 S% 38 
8 Harvey 38 51 -- -- 31 King ee: ae 3 Green 71 a UTAH 
4 Hoffman 1] 78 46 3% 40 Miller 20 52 60 13 2 Ullman 9) 6 43 52 2 King 88 6 48 47 
3 Johansen 4 85 51 45 39 Ostertag 9 51 & 18 4 Durno 45 45 -- -- 1 Peterson 80 9 - - 
11 Knox 31 57 56 44 42 Pillion 23 72 60 25 1 Norblad 52 42 5 % VERMONT 
2 Meader 31 68 63 27 34 Pirnie 45 42 69 PENNSYLVANIA AL Stafford 57 WF -- = 
Detroit - Wayne County 35 Riehlman 46 48 69 22 25 Clark 82 12 6 38 VIRGINIA 
13 Diggs 78 6 41 42 37 Robison 43 51 76 23 21 Dent 65 20 45 54 4 Abbitt 43 55 45 55 
15 Dingell 89 6 46 4 28 St. George 25 60 56 18 11 Flood 83 12 44 52 1 Downing 65 31 43 48 
17 Griffiths 88 5; 3S & 36 Taber 4 82 65 31 30 Holland 85 8 4 47 3 Gary 65 35 57 43 
16 Lesinski 82 6 51 4 38 Weis 38 42 76 13 28 Moorhead 91 6 53 43 2 Hardy 72 23 48 48 
1 Machrowicz 92* 2* 49 39 29 Wharton 20 57 67 27 26 Morgan 85 11 43 47 7 Harrison 32 25 53 45 
14 Rabaut 40 5 37 44 New York City 14 Rhodes 89 9 58 40 9 Jennings 77 \7 31 688 
MINNESOTA 5 Addabbo 91 6 -- = 15 Walter 66 14 45 33 8 Smith 37 58 53 43 
8 Blatnik 80 6 37 47 8 Anfuso 68 5 OD w 29 Corbett 65 32 66 32 5 Tuck 37 58 52 42 
4 Korth a ei 24 Buckley 28 2 19 2 8 Curtin 51 48 70 28 10 Broyhill 35 57 54 3) 
6 Marshall 83 15 39 45 12 Carey 77 § -=- = 9 Dague 29 52 7% 20 6 Poff 34 65 61 3 
7 Andersen 38 54 52 #9 11 Celler 69 $s & 12 Fenton 45 45 72 24 WASHINGTON 
5 Judd 48 43 81 14 7 Delaney 85 6 48 45 27 Fulton 57 40 66 34 3 Hansen 8 8 -- -- 
9 Langen 40 60 70 WD 19 Farbstein 89 3 44 4] 23 Gavin os Ss a2 DS 7 Magnuson 85 6 44 45 
3 MacGregor 42 42 -- -- 23 Gilbert 8 3 SO; 2 19 Goodling 28 72 -- -- 5 Horan 45 48 62 29 
2 Nelsen 38 48 81 18 22 Healey 80 5 42 45 24 Keams 43 45 63 2 4 May 51 35 75 2 
1 Quie 46 46 74 23 6 Holtzman 86 3 54 43 7 Milliken 37 43 81 1 1 Pelly 40 52 75 x 
MISSISSIPPI 10 Kelly 83 8 45 4 16 Kunkel 51* 47* -- -- 5 Tollefson 54 38 56 32 
] Abernethy 43 49 a 9 Keogh 69 5 246 FF 22 Saylor 43 51 53 41 2 Westland 26 40 62 2 
6 Colmer 25 54 39 55 13 Multer 82 5 44 4 17 Schneebeli 52 48 &5t 15 WEST VIRGINIA 
3 Smith 4 15 47 49 16 Powell 5 3M @ 13 Schweiker 51 48 -- -- 3 Bailey 69 2 3 
2 Whitten 462 34 59 14 Rooney 88 3 41 4 10 Scranton 54 4 - -- 4 Hechler 92 8 49 8 
4 Williams 0 60 29 62 20 Ryan 92 6 -- = 20 Van Zandt 62 5 67 33 5 Kee 74 $12 46 48 
5 Winstead 23 63 32 60 18 Santangelo 62 5 36 53 18 Whalley 48 45 -- -- 6 Slack 62 14 48 49 
MISSOURI : 21 Zelenko 77 3 43 4 Philadelphia City 2 Staggers | 8 44 52 
5 Bolling = 2 @ 25 Fino 49 15 55 34 1 Barrett 78 6 48 4 1 Moore 38 54 46 4 
9 Cannon 60 17 40 51 4 Halpern 65 23 69 28 3 Byrne 92 6 55 44 WISCONSIN 
6 Hull 63 32 39 58 17 Lindsay 66 31 8 19 2 Granahan 85 8 52 42 9 Johnson 89 5 52 48 
8 Ichord 71 2 -- =-- 15 Ray 15 85 78 22 5 Green 82 3 49 38 2 Kastenmeier 94 6 48 5 
10 Jones 51 25 38 4 NORTH CAROLINA 4 Nix 94 5 53 42 5 Reuss 88 3 46 5 
1 Karsten 97 3 52 48 9 Alexander 58 37 27 59 6 Toll 88 6 52 45 4 Zablocki 89 6 55 45 
11 Moulder 60 11 31 55 1 Bonner 68 2 21 54 RHODE ISLAND 8 Byrnes 32 58 85 15 
4 Randal! 89 6 45; 497 4 Cooley 68 14 33 45 2 Fogarty 78 6 48 38 7 Laird 22 66 7 22 
3 Sullivan 88 6 4 49 2 Fountain 77 23 34 64 1St. Germain890 6 -- -- 10 O’Konski 37 40 59 54 
2 Curtis 32: 51 70 2 3 Henderson 71 26 -- -- SOUTH CAROLINA 1 Schadeberg 18 J = = 
? Hall 12 48 -- -- 8 Kitchin 46 52 33 63 4Ashmore 29 65 32 67 3 Thomson =~ @& << - 
MONTANA 6 Kornegay 72 28 -- -- 3 Dorn 20 74 35 60 6 Van Pelt 18 57 49 33 
1 Olsen 92 8 -- - 7 Lennon 57 42 31 65 5 Hemphill 68 29 30 64 WYOMING 
2 Battin 20 65 -- - AL Harrisca 34 63 -- -- 
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Kennedy Support - 9 


Kennedy Support - Opposition Scores 


P 


House Foreign Policy -- 1961 & 86th Congress 


FOREIGN POLICY SUPPORT Score, 1961. Percent- 
age of 15 Kennedy-issue roll calls in the field of 
foreign policy in 1961 on which Representative voted 
‘“‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the President’s 
position. Failures to vote lower both Support and 
Opposition scores. 


3. FOREIGN POLICY SUPPORT Score, 86th Congress. 


Percentage of 20 Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 
the field of foreign policy in 1959 and 1960 on which 
Representative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement 
with the President’s position, Failures to vote lower 
both Support and Opposition scores. 




















2. FOREIGN POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 1961. Per- FOREIGN POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 86th Con- 
centage of 15 Kennedy-issue roll calls in the field of gress. Percentage of 20 Eisenhower-issue roll calls 
foreign policy in 1961 on which Representative voted in the field of foreign policy in 1959 and 1960 on which 
“‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement with the President’s Representative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement 
position, Failures to vote lower both Support and with the President’s position. Failures to vote lower 
Opposition scores. both Support and Opposition scores. 

Headnotes 
*Not eligible for all Kennedy-issue roll calls in 1961; percentage 
score is based on number of votes for which Representative 
was eligible. 
tNot eligible for all Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 86th Congress. 
--Not a Representative in 86th Congress. 
T 
r 22 @ it 2 @ z= 
4 
ALABAMA 19 Holifield 67 O 60 15 | HAWAII 
3 Andrews 53 40 20 75 17 King 93 0 9 O | AL Inouye 100 =O 100t OF 
1 Boykin 533 0 @ D 26 Roosevelt 73 0 70 5 | IDAHO PRESIDENTIAL SUPPORT 
7 Elliott 100 O 55 25 16 Bell 53 20 -- -- | 2 Harding 7 0 ee 
2 Grant 477 3 WD HD 21 Hiestand 20 60 45 50 | _1| Pfost 40 3 40 60 1961 Session 
9 Huddleston 93 7 6 3 18 Hosmer a Ft BB Wi ILLINOIS and 86th Congress 
8 Jones 100 0 6&0 W 24 Lipscomb 13 8 W 55 25 Gray 93 0 0 
5 Rains 20 0 65 15 McDonough 27 33 45 45 | 21 Mack 67 33 65 25 
4 Roberts 60 0 65 25 25 Rousselot 20 67 -- -- | 24 Price 100 0100 0 
6 Selden 100 0 65 35 20 Smith 20 60 10 & | 23 Shipley 67 33 25 40 
ALASKA COLORADO | 16 Anderson 27 60 -- -- 
AL Rivers vy FB & 4 Aspinall 93 0 80 15 | 17 Arends 67 13 75 5 12 3 
ARIZONA 1 Rogers 100 O 8 BW 19 Chiperfield vy ¢@ 5 
2 Udall M. 83* 8* -- -- 3 Chenoweth 100 O 80 2 20 Findley 33 47 -- =-- 
1 Rhodes 53 47 55 45 2 Dominick 73 «13 -- -= 14 Hoffman 7 8&7 15 70 1OWA 
ARKANSAS CONNECTICUT 15 Mason 13. 47 0 75 6 Coad 93 0 75 
5 Alford 7 8 10 65 1 Daddario 93 0100 0 18 Michel 13. 47 15 70 5 Smith 80 7 # 
1 Gathings 67 33 40 55 3 Giaimo 87 0 9% O 22 Springer 8 0100 0 | 2 Bromwell 37a 
4 Harris 60 33 40 60 AL Kowalski 87 7 70 W Chicago Cook County 3 Gross 7 9 15 
2 Mills 80 2 75 W 5 Monagan 93 O 8 10 1 Dawson 67 0O 60 10 | 8 Hoeven 72a DB 
6 Norrell C. 14* D* -- - 2 Seely-Brown 93 7 -- == 12 Finnegan 1m 8 - = 7 Jensen 33 67 25 
3 Trimble 100 O 75 20 | & Sibal | 0 -- -- 5 Kluczynski 87 0 8 O | ¢ kyl 27 53 45t 
CALIFORNIA | DELAWARE 7 Libonati 73 7100 O | 1 Schwengel 93 7 100 
7 Cohelan 100 0 85 O | AL McDowell 100 0 90 0 3 Murphy 93 0100 0 | KANSAS 7 
14 Hagen 93 O 8 15 | FLORIDA 6 O’Brien 100 0 9 Of § Breeding 87 7 85 
2 Johnson 93 0 65 35 2 Bennett 100 0 65 35 2 O’Hara 100 0 100 0 1 Ave ry 73 27 100 
1] McFall 10 O 8 15 4 Fascell 8 OO 7 10 11 Pucinski 100 0100 O 6 Dole 13 8s -- 
] Miller C. 8 7 8 2 7 Haley 20 8 15 8 8 Rostenkowski 93 0 65 5 2 Ellsworth - Ft = 
8 Miller G.P. 87 0 7 O 5 Herlong 8 0 60 25 9 Yates 100 0100 O 3 McVey 27 67 -- 
3 Moss 8 0 8% 5 8 Matthews 8 2 70 Ww 13 Church 47 40 55 45 4 Shriver 60 40 -- 
29 Saund 67 0 85 10 6 Rogers 67 33 45 55 | 10 Collier 47 4 15 70 | KENTUCKY 
5 Shelley 73 +O 45 #15 3 Sikes 67 20 3 & 4 Derwinski 27 © WH 65 3 Burke 80 0 80 
27 Sheppard 80 7 @ 1 Cramer 8 13 85 15 INDIANA 4 Chelf 93 7 5O 
12 Sisk 87 0 8 5 GEORGIA :3 Brademas i a 2 Natcher 93 7 85 
6 Baldwin 100 0 9 10 8 Blitch 20 40 10 45 8 Denton 100 0 645 «(40 7 Perkins 100 0 75 
10 Gubser 7 7 @ 15 5 Davis J.C. 0 73 10 & 1 Madden 60 0 100 0 5 Spence 93 0 65 
4 Mailliard 73 0 8 O 7 Davis J.W. 60 33 -- -- 5 Roush 35* %* 40 60 | 1} Stubblefield 93 0 80 15 
13 Teague 67 7 8 10 4 Flynt 33 53 10 & 4 Adair 27 533 25 7% | 6 Watts 93 0 7 W 
28 Ute 13 67 15 75 3 Forrester 33 53 20 7 Bray 53 47 15 75 | 8 Siler 3 3B 15 
30 Wilson 47 7 7 5 1 Hagan 40 47 -- -- | 11 Bruce 7 93 -~ =~ | LOUISIANA 
9 Younger 53 13 65 15 9 Landrum 53 20 15 60 2 Halleck 8 13 9 0 Boggs 53 0 5 
Los Angeles Co. 2 Pilcher 20 27 5 65 10 Harvey 33 40 -- -- | 4 Brooks 3° 9 @Q ® 
22 Corman 87 O -- -- | 10 Stephens 40 33 -- -- 6 Roudebush 27 73 -- —~ | 1 Hebert 40 0 55 O 
23 Doyle 100 0 8 5 6 Vinson 67 0 6 O 9 Wilson 13 8 -- -- | 8 McSween 40 13 W 45 
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Kennedy Support - 10 























z= 2s 2 z= =z | _ a a | 
6 Morrison 67 O 2 25 NEBRASKA 5 Scott 93 7 15 60 6 McMillan 40 53 2 & 
5 Passman 6 40 35 55 3 Beermann 80 .-- -- 12 Taylor 93 7 OF100t 2 Riley 3 3 25 7 
7 Thompson 20 20 10 10 2 Cunningham 27 73 23 75 11 Whitener 67 33 15 85 1 Rivers 3 8 23 
3 Willis 47 3 2 25 4 Martin 20 53 - - 10 Jonas 60 4 BD 70 SOUTH DAKOTA 
MAINE 1 Weaver 27 4 2 70 NORTH DAKOTA 2 Berry 13 60 20 75 
1 Garland 80 13 -- -- | NEVADA AL Nygaard 47 40 -- -- 1 Reifel ao v@6,-- 
3 McIntire 47 27 45 50 | AL Baring 47 i0 60 | AL Short 0 67 15 65 TENNESSEE 
2 Tupper 80 0 - -- NEW HAMPSHIRE OHIO 6 Bass 67 0 45 5B 
MARYLAND 2 Bass 73 13 W O 9 Ashley 93 OW 5 9 Davis ja 7 HB S 
2 Brewster 73 +O 8 O 1 Merrow 73 0 7 0 11 Cook 87 O ® 15 8 Everett 8 13 40 & 
4 Fallon 100 O 75 10 NEW JERSEY 20 Feighan 87 0A W 4 Evins 53 0 SO 25 
7 Friedel 100 0 W 5 11 Addonizio 8 0M O 18 Hays 8 O 3 35 3 Frazier 67 0 65 2 
3 Garmatz 87 0 W 15 14 Daniels 8 oO 8 10 19 Kirwan 3 0 #0 Ww 5 Loser 6 O SO 25 
1 Johnson 8 0 8 W 13 Gallagher 93 O 8 O 10 Moeller 73 20 45 53D 7 Murray 53 33 20 65 
5 Lankford 100 O 8 0 8 Joelson 100 O - -- 21 Vanik 100 O 75 W 2 Baker 33 40 70 15 
6 Mathias 100 O -- -- 10 Rodino 73 OW O 17 Ashbrook 13 87 -- -- 1 Reece L. 36* 45* -- -- 
MASSACHUSETTS 4 Thompson 87 O 8 0O 14 Ayres 7 7 8 O TEXAS 
2 Boland 100 0100 O 3 Auchincloss 60 20 60 51! 8 Betts 3 67 4 35 3 Beckworth 93 7100 O 
13 Burke 100 0 W 10 1 Cabill 93 0 KW 0 | 22 Bolton 87 13 9 O 2 Brooks 100 0 65 ® 
4 Donohue 93 0 A 2 6 Dwyer 93 0100 0 | 16 Bou 27 73 15 60 | 17 Burleson 7 73 2D 6 
Lane 100 0 7 2 5 Frelinghuysen 87 0 8 5 | 7 Brown 27 73 DB 7 22 Casey 33 67 35 65 
8 Macdonald © 0 S 15 2 Glenn 67 13 7% 15 | 2 Clancy Sab. «= 7 Dowdy 13 # 15 & 
12 McCormack 100 O 75 O 9 Osmers 3S 7 @ @ 12 Devine 3 7 15 @ 21 Fisher 40 3 wD 55 
11 O'Neill 93 O 8 O 12 Wallbauser yy, @€©8 6 6 Harsha 2 47 -- -- 13 tkard 73 7 8 § 
3 Philbin S38 0S @® 7 Widnall 8 0 9% O 5 Latta 53 47 WD 70 20 Kilday 93* 0* 95 0O 
6 Bates 93 0 8 15 | NEW MEXICO 4 McCulloch 33 60 25 75 15 Kilgore 40 60 45 55 
1 Conte 100 0100 0 | AL Montoya 7 65 25 | 23 Minsball 33 40 45 40 | 19 Mahon 93 7 85 15 
10 Curtis 87 13 8 10 AL Morris 67 33 45 45 | 15 Moorebead 47 47 — = 1 Patmon 8 13 40 5 
9 Keith 93 0 75 15 | NEW YORK 13 Mosber 73 7 -- = 11 Poage 33 47 45 50 
14 Martin 60 7 55 2 41 Dul ski 93 7 #O Ww 3 Schenck 3358 4 Rayburn 
5 Morse 100 0 -- -- | 300'Brien 93 0 8 0 1 Scherer 20 67 5 85 18 Rogers Qo 3s &S 
MICHIGAN | 1 Pike 100 O- -- OKLAHOMA | 16 Rutherford 47 533 45 55 
7 O'Hara 100 0 M 15 | 32 Stratton 100 0 & 40 | 3 Albert 93 7 8 5 | 6 Teague 20 53 W D 
12 Bennett 27 60 15 8 | 27 Barry Ss Fe ss 2 Edmondson 80 7 3 @D®D I 8 Thomas 87 0 25 & 
18 Broomfield 9 7 75 15 | 3 Becker 40 40 65 25 5 Jarman 100 O 8 10 | 9Thompson 87 O 60 35 
10 Cederberg 27 47 53 35 2 Derounian 53 40 70 2 4 Steed 8 13 2 60 | 10Thornberry 100 0 100 O 
6 Chamberlain 100 0100 0 26 Dooley 47 7 R® 0 6 Wickersham 87 7 -- == | 12 Wright 47 0 8% BW 
5 Ford 8 0 M 5 | 43 Goodell 8 7 8 5i| 1 Belcher 27 73 35 60 | 14 Young 47 27 45 45 
9 Griffin 67 7 9 5 | 33 Kilburn 13 0 45 0 | OREGON | 5 Alger 7 3 10 7 
8 Harvey 0 2 - -- 31 King 67 3B -- -- 3 Green 73 0 6 10 | UTAH 
4 Hoffman 0 73 2 6 40 Miller 27 13 8 O|} 2UIImen 100 O 7 15 | 2King 87 0 65 W 
3 Johansen 7 93 10 8 39 Ostertag ™ Ff wm % 4 Durno 67 27 -- -- | 1 Peterson 93 #O- - 
11 Knox 40 47 15 8 42 Pillion 27 67 45 20 | 1 Norblad 67 20 55 40 | VERMONT 
2 Meader 40 53 65 Ww 34 Pirnie 60 7 7 25 | PENNSYLVANIA | AL Stafford 93 0 -- -- 
Detroit - Wayne County 35 Rieblman 67 13 8 10 | 25 Clark 8 oO 95 5 | VIRGINIA 
13 Diggs 93 0 75 10 37 Robison 9% 7 8 15] 21 Dent 6 O D 55 | 4 Abbitt 33 60 25 75 
15 Dingell 87 O *% 15 | 28 St. George 20 47 65 15 | 11 Flood 87 0 75 15 | 1 Downing 8 7 65 3 
17 Griffiths 8 oO 8 10 36 Taber 7 8&7 60 35 | 30 Holland 8 oO 75 15 3 Gary 93 7 7 WV 
16 Lesinski 3 08 15 38 Weis 73 7 8S $51 2 Mecha 93 OW O 2 Hardy 8 7 7 ®H 
1 Machrowicz 91* O*100 O 29 Wharton 13 33 35 45 26 Morgan 93 0 75 10 | 7 Harrison 27 0 4 6 
14 Rabaut 2 #O 55 25 New York City 14 Rhodes 93 0100 0} 9 Jennings 67 27 2 75 
MINNESOTA 5 Addabbo 93 #O - -- 15 Walter 8 O W 10 | 8 Smith 33 6&0 35 65 
8 Blatnik 8 0 &O 2 8 Anfuso 53 0 45 O 29 Corbett 73 «13 W 10 | 5 Tuck 27 & 35 65 
4 Karth 6 010 O 24 Buckley 20 0 2 O 8 Curtin 93 7 85 15 | 10 Broybill 8 7 8 10 
6 Marshall 87 13 6&0 WwW 12 Carey 6 O0O- -- 9 Dague a 723i « Poff 67 B 4 & 
7 Andersen 47 40 BD 60 11 Celler 67 0 65 O | 12 Fenton 87 7 & 15 WASHINGTON 
5 Judd 87 7 9% 0 7 Delaney 93 0 75 10 | 27 Fulton 30S 5 3 Hansen 8 0 -- -- 
9 Langen 60 40 85 15 | 19Farbstein 73 0 75 5 | 23 Gavin 20 73 3% 60 | 7Magnuson 87 0 8 0 
3 MacGregor 67 7-—- - 23 Gilbert 80 O Mt OF] 19 Goodling 40 60 -- -- | 5 Horan 60 13 65 10 
2 Nelsen 60 7 #9 10 22 Healey 93 O08 O 24 Kearns 47 40 8 10 | 4 May 8 7 #9 10 
1 Quie 80 7 3 O 6 Holtzman a7 0s Oot 7 Milliken 53 7 100 0 | 1 Pelly 47 27 7 5 
MISSISSIPPI 10 Kelly 93 O 75 20 | 16 Kunkel 91* O* -- -- | 6 Tollefson 73 13 70 ® 
1 Abernethy 27 53 10 85 9 Keogh 73 0 45 10 | 22 Saylor 33 60 35 60 | 2 Westland 2 13 75 #10 
6 Colmer 13 47 15 8 13 Multer 73 0 #W 0 | 17 Schneebeli 93 7 1007 Ot | WEST VIRGINIA 
3 Smith 93 OO W 10 16 Powell 53 0 35 20 | 13 Schweiker 9 13 -— -- | 3 Bailey 13 5 75 
2 Whitten 2 73 #15 75 14 Rooney 93 O 6 25 10 Scranton 87 7 -- -= | 4 Hechler 100 O & 35 
4 Williams 13 60 5 70 | 20Ryan 87 7 = -- | 20Van Zandt 9 0 © 2 | 5SKee @ 0 7 25 
5 Winstead 7 80 10 8 18 Santangelo 40 0 65 5 | 18 Whalley 87 7 -- -- | 6 Slack 53 13 70 ® 
MISSOURI 21 Zelenko 73 0 & 0 | Philadelphia City 2 Staggers 73 0 65 wD 
5 Bolling 100 0 9 O | 25 Fino 67 0 75 O| 1 Borrett 73 08 O 1 Maeve 40 47 15 75 
9 Cannon 87 7 45 SO 4 Halpern © 099 O0| 3 Byrne 93 0% O WISCONSIN 
6 Hull 47 40 40 45 17 Lindsay 93 0% O 2 Granahan 8 0% O 9 Johnson 0 8 15 
8 Ichord 40 40 -- -- 15 Ray 20 8 75 25 | 5 Green 93 O 8 O 2 Kestenmeier 92 7 8 15 
10 Jones 6 7 MW W NORTH CAROLINA | 4 Nix 3 0 W O 5 Reuss 73 0 W 5 
1 Karsten 100 0100 O 9 Alexander 53 33 15 75 | 6 Toll 8 0 WW O00} 4 Zablocki 100 0100 O 
11 Moulder 33 27 D 55 1 Bonner 0 277 HD 4 | RHODE ISLAND | 8 Byrnes 47 27 W 10 
4 Randall # O75 1 4 Cooley 6 7 65 25 2 Fogarty 100 O 75 10 | 7 Laird 13 73 60 40 
3 Sullivan 8 O 8 10 2 Fountain S38 73S 1 St. Germain 87 O -= == | 10 0’Konski 0 67 20 65 
2 Curtis 40 27 6 35 3 Henderson 87 7 -- -- | SOUTH CAROLINA | I Schadeberg 13 8 -- -- 
7 Hall 3 27 - -- 8 Kitchin 53 40 15 75 | 4 Ashmore 27 73 15 85 3 Thomson 3 G7 « = 
MONTANA 6 Kornegay 93 7 -- == | 3Dorn 7 87 10 8 | 6 Van Pelt 7 47 20 65 
1 Olsen 100 -- -- 7 Lennon 67 33 20 80 | 5 Hemphill 6 40 2 8 | WYOMING 
2 Battin 13 67 -- -- | AL Harrison oS — -— 
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Kennedy Support - 11 


Kennedy Support - Opposition Scores 


House Domestic Policy -- 1961 & 86th Congress 





*Not eligible for all Kennedy-issue roll calls in 1961; percentage 
score is based on number of votes for which Representative 


was eligible. 


Not eligible for all Eisenhower-issue roll calls in 86th Congress. 


--Not a Representative in 86th Congress. 


DOMESTIC POLICY SUPPORT Score, 1961. Per- 3. DOMESTIC POLICY SUPPORT Score, 86th Congress. 
centage of 50 Kennedy-issue roll calls on domestic Percentage of 77 Eisenhower-issue roll calls on do- 
matters in 1961 on which Representative voted ‘‘yea’’ mestic matters in 1959 and 1960 on which Represen- 
or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the President’s position. tative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in agreement with the 
Failures to vote Tower both Support and Opposition President’s position. Failures to vote Tower both 
scores. Support and Opposition scores. 

DOMESTIC POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 1961. Per- 4. DOMESTIC POLICY OPPOSITION Score, 86th Con- 
centage of 50 Kennedy-issue roll calls on domestic gress. Percentage of 77 Eisenhower-issue roll calls 
matters in 1961 on which Representative voted ‘‘yea’’ on domestic matters in 1959 and 1960 on which Rep- 
or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement with the President’s posi- resentative voted ‘‘yea’’ or ‘‘nay’’ in disagreement 
tion, Failures to vote lower both Support and Oppo- with the President’s position. Failures to vote lower 
sition scores, both Support and Opposition scores. 
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ALABAMA 19 Holifield 78 6 27 51 | HAWAII 

3 Andrews 66 34 23 61 17 King 96 2 44 5 AL Inouye 82 8 Xt 57 PRESIDENTIAL 

1 Boykin 54 26 19 51 | 26 Roosevelt 80 2 34 63 | IDAHO SUPPORT 

7 Elliott 9 10 27 64 16 Bell 3464 ee 2 Harding 8 10 -- -- 

2 Grant 44 28 23 61 21 Hiestand 16 82 68 23 1 Pfost 8 8 4 57 1961 Session 

9 Huddleston XC 22 29 70 18 Hosmer 30 40 79 18 ILLINOIS and 86th Congre s 

8 Jones 9 8 DB 66 24 Lipscomb 26 68 69 WD 25 Gray Jah FP SF 

5 Rains 72 4 31 60 | 15 McDonough 26 56 63 22 | 21 Mack 8 20 35 60 

4 Roberts 38 éaxn S& 25 Rousselot 0wH- = 24 Price 90 8 39 6) 

6 Selden 68 32 31 69 20 Smith 22 74 64 3)i 23 Shipley 88 12 35 64 

ALASKA COLORADO 16 Anderson 24 66 -- -- 

AL Rivers 84 10 42 56 4 Aspinall 82 8 39 5 | 17 Arends DO 64 78 16 

ARIZONA 1 Rogers 82 14 43 52 | 19Chiperfield 28 68 71 21 ee ae 
2 Udall M. 91* 6* -- -- 3 Chenoweth 4 56 63 38 20 Findley 16 76 -- =-- 

1 Rhodes 32 64 69 25 2 Dominick 32 66 <-- == 14 Hoffman 14 82 68 32 IOWA 
ARKANSAS CONNECTICUT 15 Mason 4 54 51 2 6 Coad a ae 
5 Alford aos BS 1 Daddario 8 12 47 48 18 Michel 24 64 66 25 5 Smith 92 6 40 58 
1] Gathings 56 40 44 55 3 Giaimo 84 12 44 52 22 Springer 40 52 70 Ww 2 Bromwell 20 72 -- -- 
4 Harris 76 22 38 61 AL Kowalski 94 6 42 55 Chicago Cook County 3 Gross 20 ® 57 43 
2 Mills 82 16 34 66 5 Monagan 80 18 48 45 1 Dawson 8 10 3% 60 8 Hoeven an BP ii 
6 Norrell C. a 2 2 Seely-Brown 58 42 -- =-- 12 Finnegan 92 6 = == 7 Jensen 22 70 53 42 
3 Trimble 88 6 32 68 4 Sibal 40 56 -- -- 5 Kluczynski 9M 6 3B 5 4 Kyl 32 62 53+ 47} 
CALIFORNIA DELAWARE 7 Libonati 7416 9 61 1 Sclesence! 44 5 73 2% 
7 Cohelan 9 6&6 &% 57 AL McDowell 92 6 48 47 3 Murphy 94 6 42 58 KANSAS 

14 Hagen 88 10 48 45 FLORIDA 6 O'Brien 94 6 BM 6l 5 Breeding 78 14 43 57 
2 Johnson 9 4 38 63 2 Bennett 78 22 45 55 2 O'Hara 92 8 &% 64 I Avery 42 56 71 27 
1] McFall 90 10 42 58 4 Fascell 82 16 45 55 11 Pucinski 94 6 40 60 6 Dole 6 82 -- -- 
1 Miller C. 82 | 38 458 7 Haley 344 66 47 53 8 Rostenkowski 84 4 3% 57 2 Ellsworth 50 48 -- -- 
8 Miller G.P. 8 4 38 47 5 Herlong % DN 49 43 9 Yates 9% 2 45 53 3 McVey 28 68 -- - 
3 Moss 94 4 40 57 8 Matthews 72 28 42 58 13 Church 30 68 73 27 4 Shriver 36 64 -- -- 
29 Saund 9 4 42 56 6 Rogers 56 44 45 55 | 10 Collier 3 66 70 29 KENTUCKY 

5 Shelley 80 8 3 5i 3 Sikes 68 28 23 6 4 Derwinski D 64 & 2 3 Burke 82 8 42 44 
27 Sheppard 64 6 25 45 1 Cramer 26 62 65 Ww INDIANA 4 Chelf 68 32 32 52 
12 Sisk 96 2a GEORGIA 3 Brademas 94 4 40 60 > Matcher 78 22 3 64 
6 Baldwin 4 44 70 HW 8 Blitch 26 40 23 58 8 Denton 8 14 32 57 7 Perkins 8 12 34 63 
10 Gubser 32 64 64 27 5 Davis J.C. 4 62 39 49 1 Madden 84 6 35 64 5 Spence 80 14 25 6 
4 Mailliard 50 48 64 25 7 Davis J.W 644 D -- -- 5 Roush 80* 13* 42 56 1 Stubblefield 8 | 39 «658 
13 Teague 32 66 73 23 4 Flynt 44 48 47 4 Adair 26 68 63 26 6 Watts 76 22 % 57 
28 Utt 10 76 & 35 3 Forrester 42 52 32 7 Bray 40 58 52 #9 8 Siler 30 48 49 35 
30 Wilson 28 56 69 22 1 Hagan 64 32 -- -- 11 Bruce 2 8 -- -- LOUISIANA 

9 Younger 4 62 68 23 9 Lendrum sa Rm 2 Halleck 22 58 8! 6 Boggs 70 10 30 64 
Los Angeles Co. 2 Pilcher 48 20 26 60 10 Harvey 28 68 -- -- 4 Brooks 4 eF 3° 3 & 
22 Corman &8 8 -- -- 10 Stephens 56 40 -- -- 6 Roudebush 22 64 -- -- 1 Hebert 44 24 23 53 
23 Doyle ma £8 F 6 Vinson 60 6 HO 6 ) Wilson 2 68 -- -- 8 McSween 32 42 42 48 
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6 Morrison 70 6 21 42 NEBRASKA 5 Scott 4 5 D 48 6 McMillan 45 BD 56 
5 Passman 58 28 34 58 3 Beermann cs = 12 Taylor 7 RD OF OF 2 Riley 34 52 35 61 
7 Thompson 38 12 14 42 2 Cunningham 42 58 6 3 11 Whitener 54 42 31 64 1 Rivers 40 444 5 
3 Willis 64 14 25 53 4 Martin nes = 10 Jonas 2 78 & & SOUTH DAKOTA 
MAINE 1 Weaver 32 50 5| 40 | NORTH DAKOTA 2 Berry 22 76 65 35 
1 Garland 32 62 -- -- | NEVADA AL Nygaard 28 68 -- -- 1 Reifel 3 54 -- -- 
3 Mcintive 32 64 59 14 | AL Baring 76 16 % 51 | AL Short 22 72 65 29 | TENNESSEE 
2 Tupper 32 56 -- -- NEW HAMPSHIRE OHIO 6 Bass 78 6 32 68 
MARYLAND | 2 Bass 32 64 79 17 | 9 Ashley 78 4 47 45 | 9 Davis oO 14 uM 49 
2 Brewster 84 16 47 48 | 1 Merrow 64 32 48 38 | 11 Cook 74 12 39 53 | 8 Everett 78 20 38 63 
4 Fallon 70 14 51 43 | NEW JERSEY 20 Feighan 8 16 44 5) 4 Evins 66 10 2% 56 
7 Friedel 94 4 44 55 | 11 Addonizio 94 6 44 53 | 18 Hays 7418 39 49 | 3 Frazier 78 16 32 56 
3 Garmatz 90 4 38 49 | 14 Daniels 9 6 48 52 19 Kirwan 8 4 39 55 | 5 Loser 68 20 38 44 
1 Johnson 84 12 44 55 | 13 Gallagher 8% 4 45 53 10 Moeller 74 20 3 43 | 7 Murray 56 42 49 45 
5 Lankford 84 4 52 45 | 8 Joelson 8 10 -- -- 21 Vanik 88 12 47 53 | 2 Baker 38 52 64 31 
6 Mathias 44 54 -- -- | 10 Rodino 92 6 45 5 17 Ashbrook 2 0 — -- | ! Reece L, 26* 71* -- -- 
MASSACHUSETTS 4 Thompson 8 4 43 52] 14 Ayres 38 52 74 19 | TEXAS 
2 Boland 98 2 48 48 3 Auchincloss % 58 74 141 8 Betts 2% 64 & 27 3 Beckworth 54 24 % 64 
13 Burke 92 8 42 58 1 Cabill 44 52 74 22 | 22 Bolton DD 68 8 2% 2 Brooks 8 12 % 63 
4 Donohue 92 6 42 51 6 Dwyer 344 46 74 26 16 Bow 20 66 68 22 | 17 Burleson 46 54 4% 49 
7 Lane 9 10 42 57 5 Frelinghuysen 4% 60 81 9% | 7 Brown 32 60 71 26 | 22 Casey 44 54 44 47 
8 Macdonald 78 10 40 48 2 Glenn 38 42 69 18 | 2 Clancy 26 72 -- -- | 7 Dowdy D 6& B 53 
12 McCormack 9% 0% 57 9 Osmers 38 56 75 23 | 12 Devine 20 74 68 2 21 Fisher 42 58 40 53 
11 O'Neill 82 6 38 55 12 Wallbauser 54 46 69 22 6 Harsha 4 58 -- -- 13 Ikard 6 26 4 57 
3 Philbin 8 12 40 52 7 Widnall 38 60 W 21 5 Latta 34 66 7. 25 20 Kilday 8* 8* 42 56 
6 Bates 44 54 78 22 NEW MEXICO 4 McCulloch 26 72 74 26 15 Kilgore 52 38 52 47 
1 Conte 44 52 7 W AL Montoya 82 16 35 49 | 23 Minsball 28 72 56 25 19 Mahon 68 BD 44 53 
10 Curtis 44 4 81 18 AL Morris 78 22 3 49 15 Moorebead 40 54 -- -- 1 Patman &2 16 27 65 
9 Keith 42 5 WF 21 NEW YORK | 13 Mosber DOD 60 -- --/ 11 Poage 64 WO 32 52 
14 Martin 32 56 44 14 41 Dulski 68 28 44 53 | 3 Schenck 24 70 71 29 | 4 Rayburn 
5 Morse 44532 = «- 30 O'Brien 72 4 3 42 1 Scherer 18 68 66 26 18 Rogers 40 4 27 
MICHIGAN | 1 Pike 78 22 -- -- | OKLAHOMA 16 Rutherford 70 D0 % 63 
7 O'Hara 9. 6 40 44 | 32 Stratton 8% 12 49 48 | 3 Albert 9 4 % 58 6 Teague 46 44 % 49 
12 Bennett 50 38 55 43 | 27 Bary 40 54 78 12 2 Edmondson 8 12 40 51 | 8 Thomas 9 8 34 65 
18 Broomfield 32 60 74 25 3 Becker DO 66 7 25 5 Jarman 70 28 4 60 | 9 Thompson & 18 2B 68 
10 Cederberg 2% 53 79 18 2 Derounian 34 64 71 23 4 Steed 74 14 D 52 10 Thornberry 94 6 42 58 
6 Chamberlain 34 64 77 21 26 Dooley % 32 71 16 6 Wickersham 88 10 -- -- | 12 Wright 5 16 45 5)! 
5 Ford D 66 68 14 43 Goodell 32 66 At 23t) l Belcher 24 66 7 261 14 Young 58 12 32 5 
9 Griffin 38 58 84 12 33 Kilburn 8 48 52 14 OREGON 5 Alger 4 70 68 W 
8 Harvey 14 8 52 W 31 King 2 72 -- =-- 3 Green 70 431 & UTAH 
4 Hoff{man 32 60 -- -- 40 Miller 18 64 533 17 2 Ullman 8& 8 &% 6I 2 King 88 8 44 52 
3 Johansen 16 82 61 % 39 Ostertag % 64 79 21 4 Durno 38 53 -- -- 1 Peterson 76612 -—- -- 
11 Knox 28 60 6 3 42 Pillion 22 74 64 2% 1 Norblad 48 48 53 35 VERMONT 
2 Meader 28 72 63 26 34 Pirnie 40 52 69 WH | PENNSYLVANIA AL Stafford 4 48 -- -- 
Detroit - Wayne County 35 Rieblman 40 58 6 25 25 Clark 82 16 51 47 VIRGINIA 
13 Diggs 74 8 32 5i 37 Robison 28 64 74 25 | 21 Dent 66 2 % 53 |i 4 Abbitt 4 54 51 4 
15 Dingell 9 8 4 58 28 St. George 2% 64 53 18 11 Flood 8 16 &% 61 1 Downing 60 38 38 52 
17 Griffiths 90 6 44 5) 36 Taber 16 80 6 30 | 30 Holland 8% 10 38 56 3 Gary 56 44 53 47 
16 Lesinski 78 8 42 47 38 Weis 28 52 74 16 28 Moorhead 90 8 43 55 2 Hardy 70 28 43 53 
1 Machrowicz 92* 2* % 49 29 Wharton 22 64 75 22 | 26 Morgan 82 14 35 57 7 Harrison 34 32 56 42 
14 Rabaut 4 6 32 49 New York City 14 Rhodes 88 12 47 5i 9 Jennings 0 14 4 6 
MINNESOTA 5 Addabbo 9 #%S - -- 15 Walter ow 9 3 8 Smith 38 58 57 38 
8 Blatnik 78 «68 «(31 O55 8 Anfuso 72 6 27 43 | 29 Corbett 62 38 6 38 | 5 Tuck 40 58 4 % 
4 Karth 92 6 BR 6il 24 Buckley sw 27 DS 8 Curtin 38 60 6 3) 10 Broybill 2 rm@e& 
6 Marshall 82 16 3% 49 12 Carey 82 6 - -- 9 Dague 22 66 75 2) 6 Poff 24 74 6 34 
7 Andersen % 58 57 & 11 Celler 7 6 27 55 | 12 Fenton 32 5 7 2 WASHINGTON 
5 Judd % 54 78 18 7 Delaney 82 8 42 50 | 27 Fulton 52 46 58 42 3 Hansen 8 10 -- -- 
9 Langen 34 66 6 19 Farbstein 94 4 % 51 | 23 Gavin 4 D SO 2% 7 Magnuson & 8 KM 57 
3 MacGregor 4 52 -- - 23 Gilbert 92 4 Bt 39t 19 Goodling 2476 — == 5 Horan 40 58 61 & 
2 Nelsen 32 60 7 19 22 Healey 76 6 32 57 24 Kearns 42 4 57 W 4 May 42 44 7l 22 
1 Quie 3% 58 69 2 6 Holtzman 248 8 | 7 Milliken 32 54 77 22 1 Pelly 38 60 71 23 
MISSISSIPPI 10 Kelly 8 10 38 47 | 16 Kunkel 38* 62* -- -- 6 Tollefson 48 46 52 35 
1 Abernethy 48 48 3% 66 9 Keogh 68 6 21 44] 22 Saylor 4 48 57 % 2 Westland 28 48 58 23 
6 Colmer 28 56 45 48 13 Multer 84 6 32 58 17 Schneebeli 40 60 78 22 WEST VIRGINIA 
3 Smith 68 20 &% 60 16 Powell SS «a. 13 Schweiker 42 58 -- -- 3 Bailey 68 22 38 61 
2 Whitten SSB HW 5S 14 Rooney % 4 % 5I IO’ Scranton 44 54 -- -- 4 Hechler 9 10 47 52 
4 Williams 22 60 3 60 0 Ryan 94 6- = 20 Van Zandt 52 4 64 % 5 Kee 72 16 40 55 
5 Winstead 28 58 38 55 18 Santangelo 68 6 2 65 18 Whalley % 5% - = 6 Slack 64 14 43 55 
MISSOURI 21 Zelenko 78 4 3% 51 | Philadelphio City 2 Staggers 70 24 3 57 
5 Bolling nm OO 2 @& 25 Fino 44 20 49 43 1 Barrett 80 8 40 55 1 Moore 38 56 55 42 
9 Cannon 52 20 39 51 4 Halpern 60 0 63 35 3 Byrne 92 8 44 56 WISCONSIN 
6 Hull 68 3 WB 61 17 Lindsay 58 40 77 23 2 Granahon 84 10 40 53 9 Johnson 92 6 43 5 
8 Ichord 8 14 -- -- 15 Ray 14 & 7 21 5 Green 78 4 4 48 2 Kastenmeier 94 6 4 60 
10 Jones 48 30 D 52 NORTH CAROLINA 4 Nix 9% 6 4 53 5 Reuss 92 4 35 63 
1 Karsten 9% $439 6) 9 Alexander 60 38 BD 55 6 Toll 8 8 42 57 4 Zablocki & 8 4 57 
11 Moulder 68 6 31 55 1 Bonner 70 18 18 56 RHODE ISLAND 8 Byrnes 28 68 8 16 
4 Randall 90 8 38t 6it 4 Cooley 70 16 25 5) 2 Fogarty 72 8 42 45 7 Laird 24 64 74 7 
3 Sullivan 9 8 & & 2 Fountain 72 28 3H 66 1 St. Germain 78 8 = == 10 O’Konski 48 32 44 5 
2 Curtis DO 58 74 16 3 Henderson 66 32 -- -- SOUTH CAROLINA 1 Schadeberg 20 7% - . 
7 Hall 12 54 -- -- 8 Kitchin 44 56 38 60 4 Ashmore D 62 &% 63 3 Thomson % 64 -- -- 
MONTANA 6 Kornegay 66 34 = -=- 3 Dorn 24 70 42 55 6 Van Pelt z2oaogsFs 3 
1 Olsen 9 #10 -- -- 7 Lennon 444 WH i 5 Hemphill 70 26 32 6 WYOMING 
2 Battin 264=—- - AL Harrison 32 66 -- -- 
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Around The Capitol 








CAPITOL BRIEFS 


@ IKARD RESIGNS -- Rep, Frank Ikard (D Texas) Nov. 
8 announced his resignation from the House effective Dec. 
15 to accept a $50,000-a-year post as executive vice 
president (and Washington lobbyist) of the American 
Petroleum Institute. (Weekly Report p. 1781) 

Ikard’s resignation will leave the line-up in the House 
at 259 Democrats, 174 Republicans and 4 vacancies. 
Texas Gov. Price Daniel (D) has not yet set a date for the 
special election to fill Ikard’s seat. 


@® RACE STUDY -- A representative of Alabama Gov, 
John Patterson (D), Ralph Smith, Nov. 2 said that the state 
had contracted for a scientific study designed to prove 
that Negroes were intellectually inferior to whites in order 
develop a new tool in its campaign to preserve racial 
segregation. Smith said that U.S. Supreme Court rulings 
had made it ‘‘clear that it isnolonger an issue of state’s 
rights or interposition, but of science.’’ 


@ MINT DIRECTOR -- Miss Eva B. Adams Oct, 30 
was sworn in as Jirector of the United States Mint, an 
office within the Treasury Department responsible for the 
manufacturing of U.S. coins. Prior to Miss Adams’ 
appointment, the director also had been responsible for 
setting federal policies affecting the domestic gold and 
silver market, but Secretary of the Treasury Douglas 
Dillon Oct, 9 transferred this function to anewly created 
Office of Domestic Gold and Silver Operations under the 
Under Secretary of the Treasury, Robert V. Roosa. Miss 
Adams formerly was the administrative assistant to Sen. 
Alan Bible (D Nev.) who represents a large segment of 
the silver industry. 


@ TAX CUTS -- In a prepared speech for delivery in 
Chicago, Secretary of Commerce Luther H. Hodges Oct. 
19 said that the nation’s economy, and thus federal 
revenues, ‘‘would be much better off if we would close 
some of our tax loopholes and scale down our deeply 
progressive federal income tax rates.’” He said businesses 
needed assurances of better profits if they were to im- 
prove and modernize their operations. (President Ken- 
nedy in an Oct. 11 news conference said that because of 
defense increases ‘‘we have lost....hope’’ for a tax 
reduction in 1962.) (Weekly Report p. 1743, 1795) 

Sen, Hugh Scott (R Pa.) Oct. 26 said that Hodges’ re- 
mark about tax cuts was the ‘‘first carrot on the stick’’ 
for the 1962 elections, 


® VAN FLEET CRITICISM -- Retired Army General 
James A, Van Fleet Nov. 1 apologized to U.S, Ambassador 
to the United Nations Adlai E, Stevenson for criticizing 
him during an Oct, 30 talk in Tampa, Fla. According to 
a report by the Tampa Tribune, Van Fleet criticized 
Administration foreign policies in Berlin, Laos and Viet 
Nam and said that Stevenson should have been fired after 
he insisted the U.S. deny air cover for the unsuccessful 
April 17 rebel invasion of Cuba. (Weekly Report p. 1208) 
Stevenson wired Van Fleet that the ‘‘charge you have 
repeated is totally false. I will be obliged if you will 
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correct your statement.... In his reply to Stevenson, 
Van Fleet said that his information regarding the matter 
was ‘‘evidently erroneous....1 stand corrected and am 
sorry for press statements which were, in fact, not 
accurate and completely out of context.’’ 

President Kennedy Oct, 11 announced that Van Fleet 
had agreed to become a part-time consultant for special 
projects to Secretary of the Army Elvis J. Stahr Jr. 


@ CIVIL RIGHTS -- Senate Majority Leader Mike Mans- 
field (Mont.) Oct, 28 said that President Kennedy in 1962 
might recommend that Congress pass some of the pro- 
posals made by the Civil Rights Commission, but he did 
not know which ones. (Weekly Report p. 1722) Mansfield 
also said he saw no possibility that the Senate in 1962 
would amend its rule (Rule 22) for shutting off filibusters 
by reducing the votes needed to close debate. (Weekly 
Report p. 1616) 


@ NLRB INJUNCTIONS -- National Labor Relations 
Board Chairman Frank W. McCulloch Nov. 3 indicated 
that the Board was prepared to increase its use of the 
courts in order to stop alleged unfair labor practices 
by employers. 

In an address prepared for delivery before the South- 
west Labor Law Institute in Dallas, Texas, McCulloch 
said there could ‘‘appropriately be a greater emphasis 
on the use of the injunction to prevent recurring, anti- 
union campaigns designed to stifle organizational drives.’’ 
The NLRB did not intend to transfer its problems to the 
courts, he said, but from experience it. had learned 
that it could ‘‘deter violations of the (National Labor 
Relations) Act by indicating a readiness to seek injunc- 
tive relief.’’ 

Since 1952, the NLRB has applied for more than 600 
injunctions against labor unions and six against em- 
ployers. 


@ TARIFF COMMISSION APPOINTEE -- President 
Kennedy Oct. 27 gave Ben D. Dorfman a recess appoint- 
ment to the Tariff Commission and announced that Dorf- 
man also would serve as Commission chairman, 

Dorfman, a Democrat, originally was nominated to 
the post July 17, but the nomination lapsed when Congress 
adjourned Sept. 27 without completing action on it. The 
Senate Finance Committee, which considered the nomina- 
tion, did not call Dorfman to testify until a week before 
adjournment, and then did not complete its hearings be- 
cause of more pressing matters. The Committee re- 
portedly had delayed final consideration in an attempt to 
persuade the President to give the chairmanship to a 
member with protectionist leanings. 

Dorfman formerly was chief economist on the Com- 
mission’s staff. 


@ HEW FUNDS -- The Department of Health, Educa- 
tion and Welfare Nov. 1 announced it was trimming fiscal 
1962 spending by $101,945,000 in keeping with the Oct. 
29 revised federal budget estimates. (Weekly Report 
p. 1794) 
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RAILROAD PROBLEMS 


Governors from 10 Eastern states Oct. 25, after 
meeting with representatives from major railroads, in- 
dicated that a solution to the financial ‘‘crisis’’ of the 
rail industry would depend on federal action. 

The meeting, held in New York City, had been called 
at the request of the railroads. They urged the governors 
to press for a solutiontothe railindustry’s problems and 
lead a campaign to save the industry from nationalization. 
The rail representatives, who said their industry was 
faced with severe competition from other modes of 
transportation, asked the governors to push for relief from 
discriminatory Interstate Commerce Commission regul- 
ations, for permission to diversify their activities and 
for removal of federal and state taxes on transportation 
and rail property. They said they wanted federal 
financial aid only as a last resort because subsidies 
would lead to federal control of railroad management. 
The railroads were supported in their arguments by the 
railroad unions. 

The governors said no definite steps should be taken 
until the Kennedy Administration released its transporta- 
tion plans, scheduled to be sent to Congress early in 1962. 
New Hampshire Gov. Wesley Powell (R), the conference 
chairman, said the Administration’s plans would depend 
largely upon the findings of a Commerce Department 
transportation study. (The report was sent to the White 
House Nov. 1, but was not made public.) Powell, who is 
also chairman of the National Governors Conference, said 
he would recommend that governors bring pressure on 
Members of Congress to seek a solution to the problem 
in 1962. 

New York Gov. Nelson A, Rockefeller (R) said that 
rail problems would be ‘‘difficult to solve at the state 
level’’ until a federal transportation plan was developed. 
He also said a federal transportation agency should be 
established. 

In addition to Powell and Rockefeller, governors 
attending the one-day conference included: Republicans 
John H, Reed (Maine) and John A, Volpe (Mass.), and 
Democrats J. Millard Tawes (Md.), Elbert N, Carvel 
(Del.), Matthew E, Welsh (Ind.), John B, Swainson (Mich.), 
Robert B. Meyner (N.J.) and John A, Notte Jr. (R.I.). 


OCTOBER UNEMPLOYMENT 


Acting Secretary of Labor W, Willard Wirtz Nov. 3 
announced that unemployment fell by 150,000 in October 
to 3.9 million while total employment rose by 800,000 to 
67.9 million, The seasonally adjusted unemployment rate 
for October remained unchanged from September’s level 
of 6.8 percent of the labor force, however, (Weekly Report 
p. 1715) 

Secretary of Labor Arthur J. Goldberg said in a 
statement cabled from Japan that the unchanging heavy 
jobless rate ‘‘underscores that we have a stubborn and 
continuing unemployment problem.’’ 

Rep.Thomas B, Curtis (R Mo.) Nov. 4 said that the 
statistics released by the Labor Department on Nov. 3 
were misleading. Curtis said the statistics imply that 
‘‘unemployment has dropped dramatically.’’ But ‘‘ex- 
amined closely, the figures reveal that last month 
350,000 more people were unemployed than were out 
of jobs a year earlier under the Eisenhower admin- 
istration.”’ 
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PRESSURE POINTS 


@ LUMBER ASSN, -- The president of the National 
Lumber Manufacturers Assn., A.B. Hood, Nov. 7 criti- 
cized Senate passage of the Wilderness bill (S 174) which 
he said, if enacted, would permit the executive branch 
to ‘‘lock up in Wilderness a tremendous area of our 
nation’s land.’’ (Weekly Report p. 1543) The lumber 
industry, Hood said, should begin a public affairs program 
in order to impress upon employees the ‘“‘impact’’ of 
Government actions on the industry, ‘‘We cannot afford 
the luxury of ignoring political education in our manage- 
ment programs any longer,”’ he said. 

@ MORTGAGE BANKERS -- Samuel W, Hawley, presi- 
dent of the National Assn. of Mutual Savings Banks, Oct.31 
told delegates to the 48th annual convention of the Mort- 
gage Bankers Assn, of America that they should oppose 
two tax proposals recommended by the Kennedy Adminis- 
tration because they would reduce the flow of money into 
the mortgage market. Hawley said the proposals, put 
over until 1962, would require savings institutions to 
withhold taxes due on interest and divided payments, and 
increase taxes paid by savings banks and associations. 
(Weekly Report p. 1795) 

® CABINET HOUSING DEPARTMENT -- National 
Assn, of Real Estate Boards President O.G, Powell Nov. 2, 
in an address to the Mortgage Bankers Assn, of America, 
predicted that Congress in 1962 would reject a bill (S 1633, 
HR 8429) to create a Cabinet-level Urban Affairs and 
Housing Department because of ‘‘great confusion over its 
objectives’’ and the ‘‘unwillingness of Congress to com- 
plete the erosion of our Constitutional system of federal- 
state-local relations.’’ (Weekly Report p. 1587) 

@ NAHRO CONVENTION -- The National Assn. of 
Housing and Redevelopment Officials Oct. 31 at its 28th 
annual convention adopted a resolution calling for ‘‘fed- 
eral, state and local action....to assure equal opportunity 
for good housing in a suitable environment for all 
people.’’ The convention also praised the Kennedy 
Administration for its efforts to stimulate the housing 
industry through the 1961 Housing Act (Weekly Report 
p. 1609 and for the appointment of qualified persons 
to top federal housing jobs; criticized Congress for 
keeping federal housing programs on a year-to-year 
basis; and endorsed a proposal (S 1633, HR 8429) to 
create a Cabinet-level Urban Affairs and Housing De- 
partment. 

@ AIR TRANSPORT PLAN -- Robert E, Peach, presi- 
dent of Mohawk Airlines, Nov. 1 said the Civil Aeronautics 
Board should develop a master plan for the air trans- 
portation industry which was faced with declining profits 
and constantly increasing expenses. 

@ MEDICAL CARE FOR THE AGED -- The American 
Hospital Assn. Sept. 27 at its annual convention voted to 
undertake a ‘‘reappraisal’’ of proposals for medical 
insurance for the aged under Social Security. 

@ SPACE COMMUNICATIONS -- The Communication 
Workers of America (AFL-CIO) Oct. 11 wrote President 
Kennedy endorsing his stand on private development for 
a space communications system. It said that only through 
private ownership could the U.S, be the first to develop 
such a system, The Americans for Democratic Action 
the same day said the Administration should adopt a 
policy of public ownership for space communications 
in order to protect the public’s interest and promote 
‘*American national interest abroad.’’ (Weekly Report 
p. 1765) 
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TEXT OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S NOVEMBER 8 PRESS CONFERENCE 


Following is the complete text of President Kennedy’s Nov. 8 press confer- 
ence, the 18th of his term, held 26 days after the 17th (Weekly Report p. 1741) 

THE PRESIDENT: 
statements to make. 


Ladies and gentlemen, I have several 


IKE PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE CHAIRMAN 


I am delighted to announce iiat General Eisenhower has agreed 
to serve as the first Chairman of the Board of Trustees of a new 
people-to-people organization. The purpose of the new organiza- 
tion will be, and I quote, ‘‘to foster contacts between citizens of 
the United States and people of other lands in every way possible.’’ 
The original people to people organization was formed in September 
of 1956 by a group of leading American citizens at a White House 
Conference. The new organization will provide aprivate central- 
ized coordination and fund-raising leadership for the activities 
and projects of the people to people program, which has been a 
matter of great interest to General Eisenhower. I consider it a 
great honor to be able to serve as Honorary Chairman of this 
outstanding citizens organization. 


TAYLOR REPORT 


Secondly, General Taylor has returned, and he and his 
colleagues have reported their findings to me and to other mem- 
bers of the Administration. In the next few days, we shall be 
considering carefully the grave problems which have been posed 
by both externally supported violence, and the natural disaster of 
a great flood in South Viet Nam, Our concern is to find the most 
effective way of sustaining the progress of the people of South 
Viet Nam, and obviously this is amatteron which we shall need to 
coordinate our activities with those of the Government of South 
Viet Nam. Therefore, General Taylor’s findings will need review, 
not only in thisGovernment, but discussion with the Government of 
South Viet Nam, and at this stage I have no public announcement 
to make, 
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JAPAN TRADE MEETING 


Third and finally, | want to comment on the success and 
significance of the first meeting of the Joint United States-Japan 
Committee on Trade and Economic Affairs, which was held in 
Japan last week, this joint Cabinet group, which was led by Secre- 
tary Rusk on our side, and Foreign Minister Kusaka for the 
Japanese, It succeeded in extending the concept of the American- 
Japanese partnership to the economic and trade field, and I think 
was a most important step forward in the relationships between 
both of our countries. Japanis our second largest trading partner, 
and we are her largest trading partner. Moreover, our mer- 
chandise exports to Japan greatly exceeded the imports that we 
received from her. In the first six months of this year, our 
merchandise trade surplus with Japan totaled $433 million, In 
addition, Japan also plays a key role in the economy of Asia, and 
free world economic objectives depend in a very important extent 
on her cooperation, This conference was characterized by a frank 
exchange of views, I believe that economic cooperation between 
our two countries can be expanded by further meetings, and we 
are looking forward to the next annual meeting of the Joint Com- 
mittee to be held in Washington in 1962, 


SUPERIOR U.S, MILITARY STRENGTH 


Q. Mr. President, during the past campaign, the political 
campaign last year, specifically in October, you and others spoke 
of the serious deterioration of our military strength in relation 
to that of Russia. In recent weeks, however, you and the top 
officials of the Pentagon have spoken of our measurable supe- 
riority to Russia in military strength. I would like to ask you, 
sir, what has happened since the campaign and now. Did you, 
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during the campaign possibly not have as much information as 
you derived later, or do you say, sir, that the improvement in 
our military position has resulted from the activities solely 
of your administration? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think the phrase that I used in my 
announcement last week was that the United States would not trade 
places with anyone. My statement which you referred to was 
echoed by a good many members of the previous administration 
as well as members of my own party, I think President Eisen- 
hower, himself, said, and I quote him, that we are somewhat 
behind in the long-range missile field. General LeMay, in testi- 
mony before Congressional committees, expressed concern that 
in over-all military strength we would be behindin 1959, Admiral 
Radford expressed concern about the defense of the United States, 
continental United States. 

We have, as you know, since coming into office, made 
requests for over $6 billion in increase in our national defense 
and we have speeded up our Polaris program, our Minute Man 
standby capability, We have increased the number of SAC, which 
is on a 15 minute alert, now 50 percent of SAC. We have made 
important contributions to strengthening our conventional forces. 
We attempt to keep our information uptodate and we are doing so 
to the best of our ability and based on our present assessments 
and our intelligence. We, in my words, would not trade places 
with anyone in the world. That represents our judgment as of 
now, but it is a matter to which we must give continuing study. 
We are going to ask for additional funds for defense next year. 
We are going to continue to maintain most careful assessment of 
our intelligence and capabilities and that of our adversaries as 
well as our commitments. So that statement that | made repre- 
sented the best of my information based on public statements 
made by those in a position to know in the late years of 1950's. 


1961 ELECTIONS 


Q. Mr. President, would you give us your view of the 
elections Saturday and yesterday, whether they may reflect public 
reaction to your administration or to the part that you and Mr, 
Eisenhower took in them? Can this type of election be a political 
barometer? 

THE PRESIDENT: I am always reluctant to claim that what 
happens in one election with one set of candidates necessarily 
means it will happen again at a later date with a different set of 
candidates. But as I believe, if Mr. Gonzalez, Mayor Wagner and 
J. Hughes had lost, it would have been interpreted as a stunning 
setback for this administration, I will breakmy rule and say that 
the fact that they all won constitutes a source of satisfaction to 
us. They won because they were effective candidates. But they 
all ran as Democrats. I believe that it indicates that the Ameri- 
ican people believe that the candidates, the parties in those areas, 
as well as nationally, are committed to progress, and that is 
what they are committed to, So Iam happy and I suppose some 
day we will lose and I will have to eat those words. 


SUMMIT MEETING 


Q. Mr. President, can you give us the latest, sir, on the 
Berlin crisis, which seems to have quieted down a bit, and also 
your views regarding the talk of possible trips to the Summit 
again to discuss this problem, 

THE PRESIDENT: No, I know of no -- in answer to last 
part of your question, I know of no proposed trips to the Summit. 
In the first matter, this is a matter of continuing, of course, 
concern and Chancellor Adenaueris coming to the United States 
shortly, and I think that his trip is of vital importance in our 
consideration of the entire matter of Berlin and Germany and 
Europe. We are anxious to get his views and we are anxious to 
make sure that our policies are concerted and therefore I am 
delighted that he is coming and I am delighted that he is bringing 
members of his new administration with him, 
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ISSUES IN PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN 


Q. Mr. President, this is the first anniversary of your 
election last year, and in the campaign that preceded that election 
there was considerable talk on the part of both candidates and 
both parties about a number of very specific subjects. Cuba, 
economic growth of the country, prestige of the Nation with other 
countries and hard core unemployment, an executive order to end 
racial discrimination in housing. I wonder if you could assess for 
us these issues in the light of your year in office, and if we might 
know if you were campaigning again today, if the emphasis of 
your Campaign might be somewhat different. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, it would be exactly what it was. We 
have met a good many of these commitments and I am hopeful 
before our term is ended that we will meet the others. But we 
have passed the minimum wage to $1.25 anhour and we have made 
it possible for men to retire at 62, and we did pass the area of 
redevelopment bill for areas of chronic unemployment which had 
been vetoed twice, and we did pass the most broad range housing 
bill that had been passed since 1949. We did provide additional 
funds for pollution, and we did, I think, in overriding areas take 
action which will benefit the people. The fact of the matter is that 
since we took office in January our national income or gross 
national product has gone up from around $501 billion, it is our 
calculation, within the two quarters immediately ahead, our gross 
national product will be $565 billion, which represents a substantial 
increase and I think is of particular importance is sustaining 
our many burdens. 

Unemployment in October now stands at3,900,000, There are 
more people working than before, 67,800,000, and the number of 
people in industry has gone up 2 million since we took office in 
January, who have jobs. I am not saying that these problems are 
solved, because in a sense they are never solved, and there are 
areas which are still unfinished: medical care for the aged, which 
we are going to recommend tothe Congress in the coming session; 
and we have, I think, made substantial progress in the field of 
civil rights, which includes -- there have been more suits filed to 
provide voting, and there will continue to be a concentrated effort 
by this Administration to make it possible for every citizen to vote 
under the laws and direction provided by Congress. 

We have put more people to work under our Vice President's 
Committee on Unemployment than was ever done in the previous 
eight years, in the last eight months, I think in voting and the 
activities of the Justice Department in education and other areas, 
we are making substantial progress with a good deal left to be 
finished. We will meet our commitments before we are finished. 


RESUMPTION OF ATMOSPHERIC TESTS 


Q. Mr. President, in view of our overall military position and 
your statement that you would not trade places, many people are 
wondering how you might eventually justify the possible resumption 
of nuclear testing in the atmosphere, 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I have stated that! felt it incumbent 
upon us to maintain our lead, We have not concluded as yet our 
analysis of Soviet tests, and if we felt that our present position in 
this very vital area had been endangered by Soviet tests, then we 
would have to take action to protect our security. So I also said 
that we would not test for political or psychological reasons unless 
we feel it militarily necessary, and in the meanwhile, there is a 
long time gap, we have ordered preparations to be made, The 
Soviet Union tested while we were at the table, negotiating with 
them. If they fooled us once, it is their fault, and if they fool us 
twice, it is our fault. 

RELATIVE MEGATONNAGE 

Q. Mr. President, on this question of nuclear testing, sir, 
Soviet officials have asserted in recent days that the United 
States in total has fired a larger quantity of megatons than all 
the Soviet tests. Is this statement true? 

THE PRESIDENT: The Soviet Union with the most recent 
tests have put into the air about 170 megatons. The United States 
and Great Britain about 125 megatons. France is less than one 
megaton, What is significant in this area of course is the amount 
of megatons put into the air and the condition under which the 
bombs may be exploded as it might affect fallout. I don’t think 
there is any doubt the Soviet Union is first in that very dubious 
category. 


Presidential Report - 2 


EMBARGO ON CUBAN IMPORTS 


Q. Mr, President, last spring the Secretary of State indicated 
that an embargo was about to be imposed on imports from Cuba, 
sugar -- not sugar, pardon me -- tobacco, molasses. Nothing 
has happened. That is mostly agriculture. Could you throw some 
light on that? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. When the limitations were put on 
trade by the previous Administration, there was exempted food 
and drugs which amount to around $12 billion a year. It would be 
impossible for us to stop that trade unless there were enforced 
the Trading with the Enemy Act. This is a matter continually 
before us. But we are not anxious to be in a position of declaring 
war on Cuban people by denying them essential foods and also 
denying them medicine. Therefore, this Administration, like the 
previous Administration, has been reluctant to make -- take that 
action. It is a matter that will be before us continually. If it 
seems like the proper action, we will take it. Our dispute is not 
with the Cuban people, but with the Communist control of Cuba. 


PRESS CONFERENCES 


Q. Mr. President, could you enlighten us, sir, as to why you 
are not having these press conferences more frequently, especially 
as to whether anything in particular you don’t like about them, or 
anything we might do on our part to encourage you to meet with 
us more often? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I like them, (Laughter) Sort of, 
Let me just say that I am anxious to hold press conferences as 
often as I believe itto be inthe public interest. We do hold -- Mr. 
Salinger holds one or two-press conferences a day. We put out a 
good many statements from the White House. Members of the 
Cabinet speak around the country, We attempt to carry out 
communication to the extent possible. We are having these re- 
gional meetings. We are involved in a number of very sensitive 
matters. The question of Berlin, I have talked not only to the 
American people, but also to our Allies, tothose who are opposed 
to us, and our enemies, and those who are neutral. Therefore, | 
feel that the schedule as we have recently had it is in the public 
interest. But I would have no objections to having them two or 
three times a week if I thought at that time it was in the public 
interest. I had them nearly every week, and I am sure | will again 
when Congress is back. But mostof the matters now before us deal 
with matters of foreign policy, and this seems to be the most 
appropriate schedule in view of the public interest. 


REINSTATEMENT OF POSTAL EMPLOYEE 


Q. Mr. President, how do you feel about the Postmaster 
General’s statement that he yielded to the political pressure to 
reinstate a postal employee? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think he probably today feels he would 
like to recast that statement. Aslunderstand it, it was submitted 
to a Board of Review. The charges, all, with the exception of 
one, were dismissed unanimously. One was considered, and there 
was a two to one vote. It seems to me that is the procedure that 
is best to follow without resort to political pressures of any kind, 
I] think that is what the Post Office and everyone else should do, and 
I hope they will. And I think that is Mr. Day’s view. 


CHINA-RUSSIA RIFT 


Q. Mr. President, what significance for the West in the 
course of the cold war do you see in the current open rift between 
Red China and Russia? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think that none of us can talk 
with precision about the details of the relationships between 
Russia and China. It is a matter of surmise and on this experts 
may differ. Therefore, I don’t feel that it is probably useful now 
for us to attempt to assess it. I think we can judge better by 
actions, and we will have an opportunity to witness those actions 
in the coming weeks and months, That is what really counts, not 
altogether the dialectics, but what result the varying philosophies 
which emanate from the Communist world, what result and actions 
their different views of Marx and their different interpretations 
of the Communist doctrine, what actions lead them to, and what 
threats it poses to the free world, That would give us a more 
precise answer to your question, 
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Presidential Report - 3 
BUILDING FALLOUT SHELTERS 


Q. Mr. President, there is a great deal of confusion among the 
public in regard to fallout shelters. Most people apparently 
aren’t sold on building home shelters. Do you have any com- 
ment that might be helpful today on any aspect of this matter? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, of course, as you know, none of us 
were really interested and I think that includes us all, in civil 
defense, really, until this summer, until we beganto recognize the 
change in weapon technology which gave the Soviet Union the power 
to reach the United States with missiles as well as bombers, the 
destructive nature of the weapons and also the fact that our two 
systems were in conflict in various areas. We asked for additional 
appropriations, therefore, this summer for civildefense. We asked 
for five times, or received five times as much as we had the 
previous year, Now, it is very difficult in a large country, with 
varying problems of geography, with 180 million people, to suddenly 
organize a civil defense program which so much depends on the 
cooperation between the Federal Government -- the assigning to 
it of its proper responsibility -- and the state government and the 
local community and the individual. I stated in July that we were 
going to send a report, giving the latest information that we had, to 
every household and I am hopeful that that report will be completed 
before the end of this month. But we are very conscious of the 
difficulties. We are very conscious of the desire of people to 
have accurate and precise information. But it was not really, in 
my opinion, until August that this became amatter of great public 
urgency. The responsibility for shelters was then transferred to 
the Department of Defense, and I believe that the booklet will be 
helpful but it must be recognized that each family, each com- 
munity, and each state and the Federal Government are all going 
to have a role. We desire to interpret that role with precision 
so that we are moving ahead on it. 


NEHRU AND COMMUNISM 


Q. Mr. President, there are a number of people who believe 
that Prime Minister Nehru’s views tend to be pro-Communist. Now 
you have talked closely with him for the last three days. Please 
tell us how you feel about it. Do you believe that he has sided 
consciously or unconsciously against the interests of the United 
States or the Western countries? Do you believe that he has been 
for the cause of world peace, and please give us some idea of your 
talk with him. 

THE PRESIDENT: In answer to your question, I have never 
thought quite obviously, to use your phrase, that Mr. Nehru works 
consciously or unconsciously for the Communist movement, and I 
know of no rational man in the United States who holds that view. 
There are matters on which we differ, asthe Prime Minister said 
in ‘‘Meet The Press’’ on Sunday, that geography dictates a good 
deal of policy, as well as internal conditional -- so quite obviously 
-- and tradition and culture, and the past -- all this affects for- 
eign policy. So that there are areas where we differ. But I do not 
know any figure in the world, as I have said on other occasions, 
who is more committed to individual liberty than Mr. Nehru. I 
think the people of India are committed to maintaining their na- 
tional sovereignty and supporting liberty for the individual as a 
personal and cultural and religious tradition. 

We are going to disagree, but | am sure it is possible for us 
to disagree in the framework of not charging each other with bad 
faith. I have a high regard forthe Prime Minister, and it became 
higher during our conversations. I have attempted to explain to 
him some of the areas of responsibility which the United States 
faces, and he has given me his view on a number of important 
questions, so | regard the talks as most valuable. We discussed 
all matters affecting our countries and the personalities which may 
be involved. 


FUTURE ROLE OF GERMANY 


Q. Mr. President, as you know, during the recent German 
crisis, there has been a great deal of anxiety inGermany and this 
country about what our views are on the problem. Now that Dr. 
Adenauer has been invited to this country, can you give us a 
general idea of what you see as the future role of Germany, 
including East Berlin and East Germany, and also the question of 
rearming Germany, or arming her with nuclear weapons? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think that these are some of the 
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matters which we will discuss with Chancellor Adenauer, and it 
involves his country and our country, and I think it would be better 
to wait a few days when I will have a chance to see him. On the 
question of arming them with nuclear weapons, as you know, Dr. 
Adenauer has stated West Germany does not intend to do so. On the 
general matter of arms, I know that charges are made in regard to 
the remilitarization of Western Germany, Western Germany has 
almost no air force, very limited navy, has now nine divisions. 
Eastern Germany, which is far less in population, has substantially 
larger ground forces. I think the effort to suggest that Dr. 
Adenauer, who is a distinguished European, whohas brought about 
a reconciliation between France and Germany, who has brought 
the common market, helped bring the common market about, who 
has met his responsibilities in NATO, represents a revanchist 
attitude is wholly wrong. On the details, this is what we should 
talk to Dr, Adenauer about, 


TRADE POLICY 


Q. Mr. President, recently there have been statements by 
several people inside and outside the government that the United 
States needs a major change in its trade policy, a major liberal- 
ization in trade policy. We have notheard from you on this score 
during this immediate period of policy formation. What is your 
feeling about the need for change and specifically do you feel that 
the Administration should seek to have the change made next year? 

THE PRESIDENT: These are -- we have had several meet- 
ings in the Administration about the matter, and we will be having 
others, and we will make recommendations to the Congress the 
first of the year. I think quite obviously we have to begin to realize 
how important the common market is going to be to the economy 
of the United States. One third of our trade generally is in Western 
Europe. If the United States should be denied that market, we will 
either find a flight of capital from this country to construct fac- 
tories within that wall, or we will find ourselves in serious eco- 
nomic trouble. On the other hand, we have obligations, for exam- 
ple, to Japan, and we have concern about our relations with Latin 
America, and what will happen to them, dependent as they are on 
raw materials and on Western European markets, where would 
they be left. These are all matters which we are now considering. 

I think that the people of this country must realize that the 
common market is going to present us with major economic 
challenges, and 1 hope opportunities, and that this country must be 
ready to negotiate with the common market on a position of equality 
as far as our ability to negotiate to protect our interests and the 
interests of those that are associated with us. I think that one 
of our problems in the United States, and! think this is illuminated 
by the statistics on Japan, we have heard a good deal about the 
threat of Japanese goods coming into the United States, and I can 
understand where it is a concern. But here is a country where in 
the last six months a half billion dollarshas been on our side, the 
balance of payment contributing to our dollar surplus and our gold 
balance. We cannot just sell and never buy, and if all those who 
recognize the benefit to the United States work, industry, almost 
five or six billion dollars surplus which we have every year, 
recognize how essential that is to our security, we will speak as 
loudly as those who are hurt, we can get an adjustment of the 
public interest. 

But in answer to your specific question, we are considering 
the matter, and we will cometothe Congress in January and make 
our recommendation, But the matter is by no means complete. 
The details of the common market, for example, and its effect 
upon us will not be obvious probably until 1963 or 1964. We have 
to attempt to go to the Congress at a time when we can be most 
successful. My judgment is that the time to begin is now. But 
as a matter of final decision, I think we will have to wait about 
two or three more weeks, If I had to guess, I would say we go 
ahead now. 


ATTITUDE ON BUSINESS 


Q. Mr. President, what will you have to do to assure Amer- 
ican business leadership that you are not anti-business, and in 
fact do you think they need any special assurance? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, if to stop them saying we are anti- 
business, we are supposed to cease enforcing the Anti-Trust Law, 
I suppose the cause is lost. There has been nearly a 10 percent 
increase, as | have said, in our gross national product. We have 
cut the flow of gold since January 1, even though we have a serious 
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dollar problem, It was almost a billion dollars last year in gold 
lost, $76 million so far this year. We have had a very slight 
increase in the cost of living. Infact, wholesale prices are down. 
We have had less strikes than any time in 20 years. 

This country cannot prosper unless business prospers. This 
country cannot meet its obligations and tax obligations and all the 
rest unless business is doing well. Business will not do well and 
we have full employment unless they feel there is a chance to 
make a profit. So there is no long-range hostility between busi- 
ness and the government. There cannot be. We cannot succeed 
unless they succeed. That does not mean that we should not meet 
our responsibilities under anti-trust, or that doesn’t mean when 
we attempt to pass a bill ontaxesto prevent tax havens abroad, or 
a flight of capital which affects our gold balances, that doesn’t 
mean we are anti-business. It means that we have to meet our 
public responsibilities. So that | think in the long run that most 
businessmen know that we are allied as we are with labor and 
farmer in trying to keep this country going. Whether I can con- 
vince them or not, I don’t know. 


U.S, STRENGTH VIS-A-VIS RUSSIA 


Q. Mr. President, on nuclear tests, in view of the fact that 
the Soviets have exploded 31 or moredevices in the atmosphere, I 
think it is generally agreed that they are improving their weapon 
technology. This means that they are getting stronger in relation 
to the United States. Won’t it also mean that if we do not test in 
the atmosphere that we are willing for the United States to become 
weaker in relation to the Soviet Union than we were, say, last 
summer? 

THE PRESIDENT: I have stated that I thought the United 
States was in a position that was powerful. Mr. Gilpatric said 
second to none. | said it was our obligation to remain so, That 
is what we intend to do. Therefore, as you suggest, these calcula- 
tions will be made and a decision reached, and pending these 
calculations we are making our appropriate preparations. 


FEAR OF FALLOUT 


Q. Mr. President, Mr. Pauling said that the biggest Russian 
bomb would cause 40,000 gross mutations in the next three or 
four generations, This remark has been criticized by some 
scientists because he didn’t say, if this was true, it would be 
spread over 34 billion people and this exaggerates fear of fall-out. 
Do you think there is in the popular mind an exaggerated fear of 
fall-out because of statements like that? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I think any one feels if one individual, 
whether it is among many billions, particularly an individual three 
generations from now, finds their life warped by radiation, of 
course it is a concernto any one and we should therefore approach 
atmospheric testing with the greatest caution, and hesitancy, as | 
have already indicated. On the other hand, of course, we have a 
responsibility to the freedom of hundreds of millions of people, 
including citizens of our own country. Sowe can not -- we have to 
attempt to balance off our needs. But I have said we would never 
because of the reason -- whether Mr. Pauling’s statistics are 
accurate or not one is enough -- we would never for political or 
psychological reasons, but only if we felt that the security of the 
United States was endangered, and therefore the free world, which 
does affect this generation and otherstocome. So we must balance 
off our risks. 


EQUAL RIGHTS FOR WOMEN 


Q. Mr. President, the Democratic platform on which you 
ran for election promises to work for equal rights for women, 
including equal pay, to wipe out job opportunity discriminations. 
You have made efforts on behalf of others, What have you done 
for the women according to the promises of the pla.form. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I am sure we have not done enough. 
(Laughter) Imust say! am astrong believer in equal pay for equal 
work and I think we ought to do better than we are doing. I am 
glad you reminded me of it. (Laughter) 
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COLUMBUS, IND., INSTRUCTOR 


Q. Mr. President, the boys and girls of the high school at 
Columbus, Indiana, sent you a wire a week or so ago in which 
they reminded you that you invited them tobring any problem that 
they had to you. Their problem is that Joseph Turk, their Russian 
instructor, was being taken off to be a clerk typist in the Army. 
Has their request come to your attention and have you taken any 
action on it? 

THE PRESIDENT: No, It has not come to my attention and 
we will give it to the responsible groups. I agree that the problem 
of bringing teachers is a difficult one, but | think we ought to let 
the Defense Department make that judgment. 

Mr. Smith? 

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. 


NUCLEAR TESTING 


Following is a Nov. 2 statement by the President with respect to nuclear 
testing: (Weekly Report p. 1823) 


The United States is carefully assessing the current series 
of nuclear tests being conducted bythe Soviet Union, I do not have 
to dwell on the irresponsible nature of these Soviet actions. The 
Soviet Union has shown its complete disregard for the welfare 
of mankind, first, by breaking off the nuclear test cessation nego- 
tiations at Geneva, which had been underway since October 31, 
1950, and second, by contemptuously exploding in the atmosphere 
a large number of nuclear weapons ranging into many megatons, 
including a device which, by their own admission, exceeded 50 
megatons. 

I do not suggest that we can dismiss these Soviet nuclear 
tests as mere bluff and bluster. To a certain extent this does 
enter into the Soviet campaign of fear, but these tests are, no 
doubt, of importance to Soviet leaders and scientists in developing 
and improving nuclear weapons. 

This much can be said with certainty now: 

1. In terms of total military strength, the United States would 
not trade places with any nation on earth, We have taken major 
steps inthe past year tomaintain our lead -- and we do not propose 
to lose it. 

2. The United States does not find it necessary to explode 
50 megaton nuclear devices to confirm that we have many times 
more nuclear power than any other nation on earth and that these 
capabilities are deployed so as to survive any sneak attack and 
thus enable us to devastate any nation which initiates a nuclear 
attack on the United States or its Allies. It is essential to the 
defense of the Free World that we maintain this relative position. 

In view of the Soviet action, it will be the policy of the United 
States to proceed in developing nuclear weapons to maintain this 
superior capability for the defense of the Free World against 
any aggressor. No nuclear test in the atmosphere will be under- 
taken, as the Soviet Union has done, for so-called psychological 
or political reasons. But should such tests be deemed necessary 
to maintain our responsibilities for Free World security, in the 
light of our evaluation of Soviet tests, they will be undertaken only 
to the degree that the orderly and essential scientific development 
of new weapons has reached a point where effective progress is 
not possible without such tests -- and only within limits that 
restrict the fall-out from such tests to an absolute minimum, 

In the meantime, as a matter of prudence, we shall make 
necessary preparations for such tests so as to be ready in case 
it becomes necessary to conduct them. 

In spite of the evidence which shows very clearly that the 
Soviet Union was preparing its own tests while pretending to 
negotiate their cessation at Geneva, the United States maintains 
its determination to achieve a world free from the fear of nuclear 
tests and a nuclear war. We will continue to be ready to sign the 
nuclear test treaty which provides for adequate inspection and 
control. The facts necessary for such a treaty are all evident -- 
the argument on both sides have all been made -- a draft is on the 
table -- and our negotiators are ready to meet. 


Week ending Nov. 10, 1961 -- PAGE 1845 
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Elections of 1961 


Democratic victories in the three chief races of 
November 1961 dealt a psychological blow to Repub- 
lican hopes for a big comeback inthe 1962 Congress- 
ional elections. Democrats rejoiced in the upset 
victory of Richard J. Hughes in the New Jersey 
Governor contest, the 10,000-vote victory of Henry 
B, Gonzelez in the Texas 20th Congressional District 
(San Antonio), and New York Mayor Robert Wagner’s 
re-election by a margin approaching 400,000 votes. 

Republicans, however, chalked up an impressive 
series of municipal gains across the country with 
especially important gains in Kentucky, Pennsyl- 
vania, Ohio and Arizona. The GOP slate swept 
Louisville, ending 28 years of Democratic rule. The 
GOP candidate won Pennsylvania’s only statewide 
race and the Philadelphia Democratic majority was 
cut to a sixth of the 1960 figure. In every major 
race, Republicans materially improved their showing 
over the last elections for the same offices. 

The clearest trend of the year: younger and more 


aggressive candidates won upset victories in every 
part of the nation. 
Full nationwide election results, p. 1824. 





COMMITTEE HEARINGS 


Nov, 12-18 -- FIELD HEARINGS ON THESTATE OF 
THE RAW MATERIALS INDUSTRY, Wyoming, 
Colorado, Utah and New Mexico, Joint Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy, Raw Materials Subc. 

13-15 -- PROBLEMS OF OBSCENITY AND 
PORNOGRAPHY SENT THROUGH THE MAIL, 
House Post Office and Civil Service, Postal 
Operations Subc., U.S, Courthouse, Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

. 15-17 -- ECONOMIC CONDITIONS OF PER- 
FORMING ARTISTS, hearings on the economic 
conditions of the theatre, concert stage, opera, 
and ballet, House Education and Labor, Select 
Education Subc,, U.S, Courthouse, Foley Square, 
New York, N.Y. 

. 27 -- STUDY OF THE USE OF MILITARY 
PERSONNEL AND FACILITIES IN CONNEC- 
WITH WITH COLD WAR EDUCATION ACTIVI- 
TIES, Senate armed Services, Special Subc. on 
Use and Education of Military Personnel Against 
Dangers of Communism. 


What’s Ahead 





Kennedy Support 


CQ’s special analysis of Presidential Sup- 
port and Opposition shows how every Congress- 
man supported President Kennedy on the 189 
roll-call votes where his position was clear-cut. 
No Member voted with or against the President 
on all the test votes. Among Democrats, highest 
Support scores were Sen, Pat McNamara (Mich.) 
and Rep. Edward P. Boland (Mass.). Republican 
high scores were Sen. Clifford P. Case (N.J.) and 
Rep. John V. Lindsay (N.Y.). Leading Demo- 
cratic ‘‘oppositionists’’ were Rep. W.J. Bryan 
Dorn (S.C,) and Sen, Strom Thurmond (S.C.) and 
Republican opposition highs were scored by Rep. 
John H, Ray (N.Y.) and Sen. Henry C, Dworshak 
(Idaho). 

The annual study shows that Mr. Kennedy 
won 82 percent of the roll-calls that tested sup- 
port for his views and compares Mr. Kennedy’s 
scores with Mr, Eisenhower’s. Scores are shown 
for domestic policy, foreign policy and overall 
support, broken down by party and region. (Page 
1828) 














POLITICAL EVENTS 


Nov. 18 -- California Democratic Council and Cali- 
fornia Democratic State Committee dinner for 
President Kennedy, in the Hollywood Palladium, 
Los Angeles, California. 

Nov. 25 -- RUNOFF PRIMARY, 4th Louisiana Con- 
gressional District. 

Dec, 1-3 -- CONFERENCE ON VOLUNTEER POLI- 
TICAL ACTIVITY, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dec, 19 -- ELECTION, 4th Louisiana Congressional 
District. 


OTHER EVENTS 


Nov. 14-15 -- LIEUT. GEN, PARK CHUNG HEE, 
CHAIRMAN, SUPREME COUNCIL FOR NA- 
TIONAL RECONSTRUCTION, SOUTH KOREA, 
visit to the United States. 

Nov. 16-17 -- INDUSTRIAL UNION DEPT, (AFL- 
CIO), convention, Statler Hilton Hotel, Wash- 
ington, D.C, 


Week ending Nov. 10, 1961 
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